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PREFACE 


with a subject which is of supreme importance. 

It is a matter of reaching God, as our Last End—in 
other words, of our salvation, and consequently of 
knowing the true Church, which He has founded for 
that purpose. 

If our God had remained hidden in His inaccessible 
light, and had left us to endeavour to find Him as best 
we could, we should have had to seek Him, each in our 
own way, and our ways would be many and various. 
We might well have spent the brief span of our life in 
theory-spinning, and in modelling our idea of the 
Deity to fit into our reading of the facts of our ex- 
perience. 

Fortunately for us, God requires of us that we shall 
come to Him, not in our own way, but in His way. 
His way was to come here on earth, to become man, 
and to teach us and save us. God’s way is Christ, and 
Christ is God’s way, living, visible, audible. It is all 
that man could have wished for, and the path to 
Heaven lay plain and open before him. 

When Christ had taught for a few short years in a 
small corner of the earth, He was pleased to ascend 
into Heaven. Then—unless provision had been made 
—the Way would have been lost to us, and we should 
have been thrown back upon our own theorising. 
For we, who do not live in His day, should have had 
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to find our own way to Christ, and once again, our ways 
would have been many and different. We should have 
had to make our guess as to what documents of the 
New Testament were really inspired, and then to guess 
as to what was really their meaning. When interpre- 
tations are manifold and conflicting, as man-made 
interpretations are sure to be, most of them can be 
little better than a guess, and as far as certitude goes, 
one man’s guess is little better than another’s. We 
should all of us have attempted our self-made solution 
of the perennial question ‘‘ What think you of Christ ? ” 
We might have made Him a creature of time, with the 
Arian, or a partnership of two persons, with the Nes- 
torian : we might have crushed out His human will— — 
and therein His merit—with the Monothelite, or have 
explained away His human nature with the Mono- 
physite. Or, if we lived in later days, we might have 
made Him a historic Jewish peasant of unique and 
exalted spiritual experience, a glorified prophet or 
super-mystic, or one who more than all others realised 
His relation of sonship to God, or, to borrow a tag of 
current scepticism, one who was the Son of God but 
not God the Son. Men who have held the New Testa- 
ment in their hands have said all these things, and 
very many more besides. Of such theorising in Christ- 
ology with its multiplied evasions and distortions of 
“the Word was made Flesh and dwelt amongst us ”’ 
there is no end, and the answers to the leading question 
“Whom do men say that Iam ?”’ (in contradistinc- 
tion to the great test question ‘‘ Whom do you say 
that I am ?’”’ which has but one answer) have been 
over-plentiful from the beginning, and may well be 
even more so in the ages to come. 

Even as God’s concrete answer to those who specu- 
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late about God, is Christ, so Christ’s answer to those 
who speculate about Christ, is His Church. In the 
Church, guided by the Indwelling Spirit, we have the 
true knowledge of God, and whom He has sent, Jesus 
Christ. 

How are we to know the Church? It stands to 
reason that if the process of theorising is not to be 
carried from stage to stage indefinitely, we must have 
a Witness to God and to His Christ which is in itself 
accessible, knowable, visible and audible to mankind 
and to the masses, learned and simple, great and 
small. If religion is not to be mere rationalism turned 
upwards, there must be a reasonable finality to specula- 
tion found in some authority which carries its own 
credentials—much in the way that light in a given 
degree is its own evidence. For instance, if Christ be 
teaching in and through the Church, then her voice 
like His—because it is His—must be authoritative 
and infallible. If Christ came to us in a Body which 
is organically one, living and visible, the Church, 
which is “ the Body of Christ ’’ shaped in His likeness, 
will be known by her living visible and organic unity. 
That is to say, her unity is not invisible or “ under- 
lying,” but vital and visible, and it is not merely 
federative or generic, but organic and corporate in its 
oneness of life and of correlation of part to part. Her 
unity and uniqueness is in fact her chief credential, 
and the very title-deed of her identification. Evidently 
Christ intended that it should be so. ‘“‘ And not for 
them only do I pray, but for them also who through 
their word shall believe in Me, that they may be one, 
as Thou Father in Me, and I in Thee, that they may 
be one in Us, that the world may believe that Thou 
hast sent Me ’’ (St. John xvii. 21). 


a 


12 For it was Founded on a Rock 


It is thus that in the mind of a Catholic there are 
three great truths which stand luminously in line. 
There is only one true God, and not more Gods than 
one. There is only one true Christ, and not more 
Christs than one. There is only one true Church, 
and not more Churches than one. The unity and 
unicity of the Church is the outcome of that of the 
Divine Nature, and of the Incarnation, and even as 
God was made visible in Christ, so Christ is made 
visible and audible in His Church. For that reason, 
the preservation of her unity becomes to the Church 
the very breath of her existence. That is shown in 
the vehemence of every excommunication she has 
pronounced against those who attempt to subvert the 
unity of her teaching, and in every anathema that 
she has uttered, whether it be by St. Paul against 
“other gospels’ (Gal. i. 8) or by her councils against 
later heresies. Great and learned men may be ex- 
pelled from her pale, and whole nations may be cast 
adrift from her fold. They are broken off from her 
unity, but her unity remains unbroken and intangible, 
and amid the jettison of the misbelievers she stands as 
Christ’s Witness, ever visibly one. 

This passionate insistence on unity which is written 
all over her history reveals itself strangely enough in 
a period where perhaps one would least have expected 
it—in the forty years of the Schism of the West. 

Theologians tell us, and very truly, that what is 
called the Schism of the West—deplorable as it was in 
itself and in its consequences—was not a real schism 
at all, but only an apparent one. That is to say, the 
point at issue was purely personal, and one which did 
not involve any departure in doctrine, or in discipline, 
or any conscious revolt against what was known to be 
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lawful authority. Neither party denied for a moment 
any article of faith, and neither had the least wish to 
disobey a Pope that was validly elected. Both were 
enthusiastic in their belief in the Papacy, and in the 
full maintenance of its jurisdiction. The whole dis- 
pute turned upon a simple issue of fact—whether in 
a given Papal election the Cardinals were or were not 
subjected to coercion. By the very nature of the case, 
the means of decision lay beyond the reach of the 
masses of the Catholic nations who could only wait 
for light, and meanwhile follow their ordinary leaders, 
who in their turn had to depend upon conflicting 
representations of what had taken place, to form their 
judgment. Really and objectively the Catholic Church 
was with the rightly elected Pope and his followers, 
and those who rejected him were technically in schism. 
But the error of fact was at least in a great measure 
inevitable and inculpable, and the extent to which it 
prevailed, as well as the ostensible title of their spiritual 
rulers, lent colour and theological plea to their jurisdic- 
tion. Nevertheless, so deeply was the conviction of 
the Church’s unity and its inexorable necessity rooted 
in the consciousness of all, that never once during 
the whole struggle was there the suggestion of com- 
promise in the shape of branch communions, or of 
concomitant or divided jurisdiction, or of mutual 
recognition between the claimants. On the contrary, 
each felt that it was obvious that he must claim the 
whole or nothing, and each, once convinced that his 
claim was justified, proceeded quite logically to ex- 
communicate the other, thereby bearing witness in 
the very midst of the conflict to the absolutely indi- 
vidual unity of the Papacy and of the Church com- 
mitted to its care. The claimants might be many, but 
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the Papacy and the Church must ever be visibly and 
unalterably one. 

In the case of the Eastern Schism, the position was 
widely different. There the revolt included a denial 
of doctrine, and rejection of the supreme authority. 
And yet, even there, the testimony to the unity and 
unicity of the Church is conspicuously the same. The 
“Great Church,” which is commonly called the 
Eastern or Orthodox Church, claims to be the one only 
Church of Christ, and recognises as members of the 
Church no one who is outside its visible communion. 
One of its leading theologians, Professor Androutsos, 
whom the Ccumenical Patriarch placed over his 
School of Divinity at Chalki, explains how there can 
be no intercommunion in sacraments between the 
Orthodox Church and the Anglicans because such a 
communion “would shatter 7m toto the very funda- 
mentals of orthodoxy, according to which there can 
be no ecclesiastical communion shown in prayers and 
Holy Communion where no unity of doctrine exists. 
The Orthodox Church may pray for the heterodox, 
and she does pray for them. But she cannot pray with 
them, much less permit a member of hers to receive 
the Sacramental Grace of the Holy Spirit—that is to 
say, the Sacraments of Baptism and Eucharist—at 
the hands of a heterodox person.’’ He adds that 
“between the Orthodox Catholic Church and the 
heterodox there is a great gulf fixed,’ and points out 
that “the Divine Eucharist—the Sacrament by which 
the faithful are united to Christ and form one Body, 
the Sacramentum Unitatis, cannot be administered to 
the Orthodox faithful by heterodox people outside 
the Church” (The Validity of Anglican Orders, by 
Professor Androutsos, p. 129), and he quotes St. John 
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Damascene, who says that with all power, care must 
be taken neither to give communion to heretics nor 
to receive it from them. It must be borne in mind that 
this intransigeance is the attitude of a Greek ecclesi- 
astic who is extremely sympathetic with the aspira- 
tions of Anglicans towards some form of reunion with 
the Eastern Orthodox Church. Nothing is more clear 
and categoric in the teaching of the Eastern Church 
than the doctrine that the Church of Christ, whatever 
she may be, must be one and one only in the unity of 
the one visible communion. 

Any theory of a Church which teaches otherwise is | 
self-condemned, for it has East and West against it. 
Any branch theory (or provinces-theory, which is 
merely the branch-theory under another name) is self- 
refuted insomuch as its very notion stands repudiated 
by two out of the three so-called branches. No inter- 
pretation of the Article of the Creed “One Holy 
Catholic and Apostolic Church ’”’ is so utterly bereft 
of what is called ‘‘ Catholic consent ’’ as that which 
makes one Church out of the Roman, Eastern and 
Anglican, insomuch as it is disavowed by the two 
former (with some 350 millions of Christians) and 
accepted only by a part of the third (with some 27 
millions of members). Those who earnestly seek after 
truth can only find it by taking the Church as one 
indivisible unity as Christ made her, and then asking 
themselves which of the three communions corre- 
sponds to the requirement. To take all three is hope- 
less. 

The author of this book, For i was founded 
on a Rock, following one of the truest and surest 
of Catholic instincts, has laid stress upon visible 
unity as the essential perpetual and indestructible 


16 For zt was Founded on a Rock 


note of the Catholic Church. He has shown how 
unity is the matchless mark which Christ has set 
upon the forehead of His Bride. She is one because 
the Godhead is one—because the Saviour is one— 
because the “ Spirit of Truth’? who dwelleth in her 
for ever is one, and because the Divine truth of which 
she is the guardian and the mouthpiece is inherently 
one, and makes one. It is in this vital unity that she 
is created to the likeness of her Maker. Hence the 
Church’s unity can never be anything accidental or 
superadded, or separable from her existence. It can 
never be a mere feature of the primitive past, or an 
ideal of a remote future, or a consummation to be 
attained as the goal of spiritual evolution or the result 
of a gradual converging or putting together of broken 
fragments. Unity is the law of the Church’s life. It 
is her Divine birthmark at the beginning, and at the 
end, and all the way between. Sects all along the line 
of her path are broken off from her unity, but the 
unity itself from which they are severed remains un- 
broken. In the likeness of the Trinity, and of the 
hypostatic union, it is everlasting, indissoluble and 
indivisible. 

This note of unity is luminously evident in the New 
Testament, where it is enshrined in the prayer of the 
Saviour, who declares that it is to be the very sign 
by which the world is to know that He has been sent 
to it (St. John xvii. 21), It is registered in the earliest 
record of the Church’s life when we are told that the 
first Christians were “‘ persevering with one mind ” 
(Acts i. 14). And not less luminously, it is with us to- 
day. Is there anyone who doubts or denies it ? Ifso, 
the practical test lies ready to his hand. He has before 
him the whole surface of the globe, and scattered over 
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it in all climes many millions of the Catholic people. 
In all that wide area, and vast population, let him see 
if he can lay his finger on a single Catholic Church or a 
single Catholic pulpit where, in the whole body of 
Catholic Faith and Morals, the teaching is in any way 
different from that which is given in the rest. The 
challenge is a plain one. It means that the unity of 
the Catholic Church is a public and palpable fact of 
which the whole world is witness. Little marvel if in 
the light of that unity we see in her “ the City seated 
on the mountain that cannot be hid ’’ and the “‘ Holy 
Way’”’ so straight “that even fools shall not err 
therein ’’ (Isaiah xxxv. 8). 

It is precisely this grasp and exposition of the 
Church’s unity that cut at the very heart of Mr. 
Williams’ whole position. Other points, such as 
Mr. Williams’ treatment of the Petrine passages, have 
been very effectively dealt with in this book, but the 
illuminating principle, which carries the true concept 
and conviction of the Church’s unity, must ever furnish 
that positive and constructive element which is always 
at work winning souls to the one Fold now as in the 
past. For this reason it is a pleasure to commend 
warmly this book, written from a life experience, to all 
sincere seekers after religious truth. 


J. MOYES. 


FOR IT WAS FOUNDED 
ON A ROCK 


CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTORY 


at the suggestion of friends, in reply to a 

series of lectures by Mr. Norman Williams, 
entitled “‘Our case as against Rome,’ which were 
delivered at the Church of St. Mary, Graham Street, 
London, and were subsequently published in the 
Church Times. 

The lectures had no special interest for Catholics, 
but they seem to have made a considerable stir among 
the advanced High Church party, and had some dis- 
turbing influence on those who, in ever increasing 
numbers, hover in uncertainty on the border line 
between advanced Anglicanism and Catholicism. The 
influence does not appear to have been wholly what 
Mr. Norman Williams intended. Not a few of his co- 
religionists seem to have been a good deal upset by his 
statements about the Scriptures, and his attempt to 
belittle the importance of St. Matt. xvi. 18, 19; and 
by his astonishing suggestion that the mental capacity 
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of the great Apostle St. Peter was unequal to writing 
his first epistle. They seem to have felt, and, as I 
think, rightly, that Mr. Williams’ treatment of Holy 
Scripture was not consonant with Catholic belief in its 
inspiration. 

So long as attacks of this kind are made, so long © 
must answers be made to them, not so much for the 
sake of Catholics, who as a rule are quite unaffected 
by them, as for the sake of inquirers and those in doubt, 
and also for those whose minds have been turned to 
the consideration of the subject, perhaps for the first 
time, by hearing or reading the attack. The answer, 
as Iam happy to know, has sometimes, also for the 
first time, brought the Catholic side to the knowledge 
of such people, and led, by the grace of God, to their 
conversion. It is with the view of helping these 
classes of people that I have put in the forefront of 
my answer to Mr. Williams the fundamental and 
essential necessity of the Unity of the Church. To 
this truth also Canon Moyes, in the valuable Preface 
which he has so kindly contributed, has drawn special 
attention, and illustrated it with arguments of great 
weight. It is this truth, with its realisation that the 
Church is a living organism, the body of Christ, com- 
pacted by our Lord in a certain form, united to Him 
as its Head, and indwelt by the Holy Ghost, who, as it 
were the soul of the body, holds it in indissoluble ever- 
lasting unity, which leads so many into the Church. 
When once people have grasped the true nature of the 
Church, they cannot possibly ever again conceive of it 
as Anglicans do, as split up into the Roman, Eastern, 
and Anglican Communions—once able to speak in- 
fallibly, but so no longer. They see that a choice must 
be made between the three communions; and then 
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it is that the Petrine texts with the living comment of 
the Papacy, uniform and consistent for nigh nineteen 
hundred years, on those momentous words, and the 
unity which has been the consequence of it, lead 
them to the true decision, ‘‘ Where Peter is there is the 
Church.’ 

This decision is confirmed, so far as the choice 
between Anglicanism and the Holy Catholic and 
Roman Church is concerned, by the condition of the 
Anglican Church. In the Established Church we see 
working out into ever wider laxity the ideas of com- 
promise and comprehension of opinions. The boun- 
daries of dogma are being removed further and 
further, and becoming more and more attenuated. 
The words of the formularies may remain, but, on the 
one hand, the notions which they legitimately ex- 
press, and hitherto have been generally taken to mean, 
are being set aside, and they themselves made to cover 
the very doctrines which they were drawn up to ex- 
clude ; and, on the other hand, they are overtly dis- 
regarded, or taken only in what is termed a “ poetic ”’ 
sense, aS though poetry were incompatible with literal 
truth ! 

If there were no such thing as absolute truth in 
religious matters, there would be great wisdom in a 
compromise and comprehension of opinions such as 
the Church of England exhibits. But the Catholic 
Church maintains that our Lord came to reveal the 
truth, and entrusted it to a society, His Church, which 
He created for the purpose, and which, indwelt by the 
Holy Ghost, was empowered and commissioned by 
Him to teach it unerringly to all people till the con- 
summation of the world. The choice between the 
Anglican Church and the Catholic Church 1s really a 


22 For zt was Founded on a Rock 


choice between these two conflicting theories. The 
New Testament leaves little room for question which 
is right. ‘“‘ Going therefore, make disciples of all 
nations ; baptizing them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Teaching 
them to observe all things whatsoever I have com- 
manded you. And behold I am with you all days, 
even to the consummation of the world.” 

It is one of the strangest paradoxes of the time that 
there is in the Anglican Church, a not large but very 
energetic party which has adopted the Catholic thesis 
of religion, but yet remains in, and claims to teach it 
in, the Established Church of England, and is most 
persistent in its opposition to the claims of the Holy 
See. It does not appear that those who belong to this 
party maintain that what they teach is the one only 
religion which may legitimately be taught in the 
Church of England, or which that Church intends to 
teach in its formularies. They do not pretend, as the 
old Tractarians honestly maintained, that they learned 
what they teach from those formularies. Their appeal 
is to something nebulous and intangible in fact, how- 
ever it may be expressed in terms, which they call 
“the Church.”’ I never could (it was a life-long 
sorrow till I, by the grace of God, became a Catholic) 
in Anglican days, obtain from others, or discover, 
permanently satisfactory answers to these two ques- 
tions: (a) What do you mean by the teaching of the 
Church ? (6) How does that teaching reach you ? 

Practically what used to be done (and is, I believe, 
done still) was to read and study Catholic books of 
theology, and teach the religion thus learned, omitting 
the Catholic doctrine of the constitution of the Church 
and the Papacy; or, if it was felt that the Petrine 
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Office was too certainly attested by Catholic Tradi- 
tion, presenting it in an eviscerated form, much as 
Mr. Norman Williams has done in his lectures. But, 
obviously, in the face of the Thirty-nine Articles, 
there is no possibility of the method ever being ac- 
cepted and approved by the Established Church of 
England. For all the literary zeal and energy of the 
advanced High Churchmen, the trend of Anglicanism 
is not in their direction. The Church of England is 
itself gravely affected with modernism and the new 
criticism ; and the trend and the desire of the nation 
is towards latitudinarianism, and for further exten- 
sion of comprehension, and for reunion with non- 
conformists rather than with Rome ; and certainly is 
not in favour of handing over the national State 
Church to what it regards as an imitation or spurious 
Romanism. Individuals, it is true, are setting their 
faces in fairly considerable numbers towards the Holy 
See ; but it is in order to escape the Zetigezst, and the 
trend of things in the Anglican Church ; and because 
having learned from their teachers of the advanced 
High school that there is absolute truth in religion, 
revealed by our Lord Jesus Christ, and, in conse- 
quence, the need of a definite divinely appointed 
authority to teach it, they look for some representa- 
tive of that authority, more real and more permanent 
than the zpse dixit of the vicar or the curate of the 
church they attend, whose teaching is probably con- 
tradicted by the vicar or the curate of the next parish, 
and who himself is only too often not of the same 
religion as his bishop, and probably has little or no 
regard for his bishop’s authority. But the trend of the 
nation is not, as I have said, this way inclined. Thus 
it is that the advanced High Churchmen have become, 
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and apparently have acquiesced in being, as Newman 
foretold that they would, only one more party in the 
Church of England, content if tolerated and allowed to 
go their own way, and to teach what they choose, and 
enjoy the services which they approve, and use a 
Missal and other service books which they themselves 
have compiled. They are just one party, with their 
own publishing firms, their own party organisation, 
just as Mr. Kensit, at the other end of the pole, and 
his colleagues and adherents are another. 

How can they think that they are in the Catholic 
Church, or that this aggregation of discordant mutually 
antagonistic parties is what our Divine Lord, who 
came down from heaven for our salvation, after He 
had taught and suffered and died, left on earth to 
train our souls and to guide the world? How can 
they think, and teach others, that our Saviour has so 
tantalised the world by opening for one brief period 
the gates of truth, and then by closing them left only 
a confused memory of what He had revealed, and no 
authority on earth to safeguard and maintain His 
revelation, or to teach what He commanded His 
disciples to proclaim in all the world ? Not only does 
not the Anglican Church teach one definite religion, 
but it has no means whatever for deciding what religion 
is true, or what religion to teach. Is such a condition 
of things as we see in the Anglican Church the very 
least like what we should expect a Divine Teacher to 
institute ? Is it the very least like what the New 
Testament leads us to expect the Church and the 
Christian Tradition to be? It is in one respect like 
what our Lord and His Apostles warned us would 
happen: that men would rise up against authority, 
and in self-will would heap to themselves teachers. 
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But those men were designated enemies of the Church 
of God ; they would not be of her. The warnings that 
they would come, given in the New Testament, are not 
justifications of their existence, but to guard us against 
them, and to lead us to cleave to the unerring teaching 
of the true Church built on the rock, the Petrine 
Office, against which the gates of hell shall not prevail. 
It is often difficult to diagnose the root principle of a 
party. But whatever collateral causes there may be 
which influence men to join this particular party, at 
the bottom there is the essential error of Protestantism 
—private judgment. These men will, and do, hold 
Catholic doctrines because it is their own choice to do 
so; but they will not submit to be taught by a living 
tangible authority external to and above and inde- 
pendent of themselves. They will use the phrase 
“‘the Church teaches,’ but ‘“‘the Church” on their 
lips is, as I have said, something nebulous, intangible, 
and which cannot touch them if they choose to dis- 
believe. And what ‘‘ the Church teaches,” in their 
case, is after all what their party teaches. It is private 
judgment attracted to and adopting Catholic doctrines. 
It is not submission to an authoritative living teacher 
approved by God. It is what an old Anglican friend 
of mine called ‘‘ chasubled Protestantism.” It is an 
eclectic florilegium of Catholic doctrines—even so, 
often misunderstood. It is not the Catholic Faith. 
Catholic Truth holds together like the links of a 
chain. No one truth can be abandoned without dislo- 
cating and imperilling the whole. Henry VIII for 
his own nefarious purpose rejected the Papacy. 
Edward VI and his counsellors, following in Henry’s 
wake, rejected the sacrifice and the fullness of the 
sacramental system of the Church. Elizabeth, because 
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of the peril in which her illegitimacy placed her, was 
unwisely afraid to trust the Pope, and was thereby 
compelled to reject the Church, and replace it by one 
brought into existence by Acts of Parliament. In our 
own times, men have begun by denying the Apostolical 
succession, and have of necessity gone on to deny the 
Catholic doctrine of the sacraments. The denial of 
the sacraments leads down to faulty views of the 
Incarnation, and denial of the Virgin birth of our 
Lord. It is impossible to believe in the Incarnation, 
whatever Anglican deans and professors of theology 
may say to the contrary, and disbelieve in the Virgin 
birth of our Lord. ‘‘ Who was conceived by the Holy 
Ghost born of the Virgin Mary ”’ is the doctrine of the 
Incarnation, which means that the very substance of 
God the Word was by the Holy Ghost miraculously 
united with the created substance of human nature 
in the womb of Mary, so that it became the personal 
principle of the Being thus constituted, and makes the 
Divine Nature to be the chief of the twofold nature of 
Christ. 

Closely following denials of the true doctrine of the 
Incarnation, comes denial of our Lord’s real resurrec- 
tion. That doctrine is that after Christ had been dead 
and buried part of three days, He raised His blessed 
Body to life again on the third day. Unless this really 
happened, Christ did not rise from the dead. The 
“triumphant survival of our Lord’s personality ’’ is 
not a resurrection in any sense. To speak at all of 
“the survival of His personality ’’ is a denial that He 
was God. It is either Arianism, which attributed to 
our Lord a human personality only, or Nestorianism, 
which attributed to Hima dual personality, human 
and Divine. If our Lord be (as He is) God, how could 
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the survival of His personality ever be in doubt? If 
He were only man, the survival of His personality 
would have been no victory over death, nor indeed, any- 
thing new. The Jews believed, and had been assured 
of the immortality of the soul before Christ came. 

If Christ’s Body was not raised from the grave, re- 
united to His soul, we are yet in our sins ; we are not 
saved ; we cannot be saved by Him. For unless Christ 
is God, He has no power to save. The resurrection of 
our Lord’s Body from the grave was the supreme 
proof of His Godhead. He “was declared” (rov 
dpicQevros: and see Dr. Liddon on Romans i. 4), 
“to be the Son of God with power by the resurrection 
from the dead.” If Christ’s Body be not raised but 
perished in the grave, we cannot be justified, for it is 
by Baptismal incorporation into the mystical body of 
Christ, of which His natural Body is the nucleus and 
the bond, and the yet more perfect incorporation by 
receiving His Sacred Body and Blood in Holy Com- 
munion, with proper dispositions, that we are saved. 

Doctrinal decadence such as I have described is with 
manifold ramifications, at work in the Anglican Church, 
and in almost all bodies outside of the Catholic Church. 

In the midst of the seas of conflicting opinions, man- 
made religions, arrogant assertions and denials, mutual 
mystifications, heart-breaking miseries of doubt, com- 
promise, expediency, and, worse, of envenomed hatred 
of God and of Christ, in which unhappy souls are 
tossed, and are in danger of being engulfed, the Catho- 
lic Church, founded on the rock, Cephas, alone re- 
mains unmoved and unshaken. It speaks to-day with 
the voice of Jesus Christ: ‘‘He that heareth you 
heareth Me.” It has never erred, it can never err, in 
its de fide definitions of faith and morals, for “ the 
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gates of hell shall not prevail against it,’ and “ It is 
not you that speak but the Spirit of My Father Who 
speaketh in you.” 

‘ This is the rest, O give ye rest to him that is weary 
and this is the refreshing.” ‘‘ In returning and rest 
shall ye be saved.” 


CHAPTER II 
THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH 


N the series of lectures, ‘‘ Our case as against 
| Reome,” Mr. Norman Williams began by stating 

that the one dividing factor between the mem- 
bers of the very advanced Church, in which he was 
speaking, and those of the nearest Catholic Church in 
the neighbouring street, was the Papacy. 

This, however, is not the case. It is not so essenti- 
ally, for before the true government of the Church can 
be recognised a certain fundamental fact about the 
Church itself must first be learned. It is not so ex- 
perimentally, for there are Anglicans who openly pro- 
fess, and even teach, their belief in the Papacy in the 
same terms as Catholics employ, as may be seen in a 
booklet, Know This (p. 31), published by the Society 
of St. Peter and Paul, and yet remain outside the unity 
of the Church. 

The primary dividing factor is not essentially the 
Papacy. It is not first the government of the Church, 
though that comes presently as a test and proof of 
where the true Church is. 

The deep fundamental belief which differentiates 
the Holy Catholic Church from the High Church 
Anglicans, and from all Protestant bodies is that the 
Church is One, that is to say, only one, and at unity 
inwardly and outwardly and indivisibly with itself. 
It is this truth which advanced High Churchmen have 
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failed to grasp, and, in consequence, fail to understand, 
or believe about, the Catholic Church as Catholics do. 
They do not understand or believe in the indivisible 
indissoluble visible unity of the Church as the body 
of Christ, nor that the one indivisible Church is the one 
authoritative oracle of God, the organ and instrument 
of the Holy Ghost who dwells in it, and is indissolubly, 
everlastingly united with it. 

Long years ago, Cardinal Manning, in his Anglican 
days, taught a theory about the unity of the Church, 
which later, on his conversion to the Catholic Church, 
he withdrew, but on which Anglicans have fastened, 
and on which they appear to rest. This view may be 
stated in the words which Cardinal Manning used in his 
retractation of it. ‘‘ But while I thought that the 
unity of the Church is organic and moral—that the 
organic unity consists in succession, hierarchy, and 
valid sacraments, and the moral (unity) in the com- 
munion of charity among all the members of particular 
Churches, and all the Churches of the Catholic unity, 
I erroneously thought that this moral unity might be 
permanently suspended, and even lost, while the 
organic unity remained intact, and that unity of com- 
munion belongs only to the perfection, not to the 
intrinsic essence of the Church ’’ (Temporal Mission 
of the Holy Ghost, p. 30, Sixth edition). 

This is the doctrine of the unity of the Church which 
Anglicans teach, and on which, with whatever doubts 
and misgivings and difficulties, they try to rest. But 
the theory of organic unity maintained, though moral 
unity be lost, as Cardinal Manning, by the grace of 
God, was led to see, cannot possibly be true. The unity 
of the Church must be visible. The Church is visible, 
its unity must be visible. It must be one in origin 
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founded by Christ. It must be one in those con- 
stituents which He gave it, and by which its unity is 
expressed. It must be one in its hierarchy, its faith, 
and in its sacrifice and sacraments. It is “a city set 
ona hill.” 

The Church historically founded by our Lord is one 
by reason of its incorporation into Christ as His 
mystical body, and its being indwelt by the Holy Ghost. 
And these, the essential causes of its invisible unity, 
are manifested in the visible unity of hierarchy, doc- 
trine, and sacrifice and sacraments. 

1. Our Lord made this visible unity emphatic. It 
is the sign by which the world is to know that the 
Father sent the Son, and that the Father loves the 
world. 

Unity is the “ glory ’’ which our Lord bestowed on 
His Church. Glory is that which manifests, or shows, 
or recognises—that ‘‘ which proclaims or acclaims.”’ 
Unity is that which will for all time, manifest, make 
known, indicate the Church. 

Our Lord’s prayer (St. John xvii. 20, 21) was “‘ not 
merely an ineffectual wish, but an efficacious cause of 
that for which He asked’ (Manual of Catholic The- 
ology, Wilhelm and Scannell. Vol. II, p. 346). And 
so our Lord went on to say, and to declare what He had 
done: ‘“ And the glory which Thou gavest Me I have 
given (sédwxa—given so that it abides for ever) them : 
that they may be one as we are one.” 

The unity of the Church, therefore, is indivisible and 
indissoluble, modelled on the unity between the 
Father and the Son. And it must be visible, for it is 
the sign for all time to the world of the truth of the 
revelation of Jesus Christ. 

- Organically, to use Cardinal Manning’s word, it is 
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one by its hierarchy, its faith, and its sacrifice and 
sacraments. Morally it is one by its members being in 
communion with the hierarchy (i.e. the Catholic 
Episcopate throughout the world and “the Chair,” 
the See of Peter) by holding the true faith, and by 
participating in the sacrifice and sacraments. The 
Church cannot therefore be organically one without 
being morally one. If the moral unity is broken by a 
person, or a nation, or a Church, by renouncing the 
faith or Catholic obedience, those who break it, break 
at the same time from the organic unity ; for moral 
unity is precisely the necessary and essential correla- 
tive of the organic unity. It is the subjective ac- 
ceptance of, and adhesion to, the objective organic 
unity. 

The Church has one divinely ordered hierarchy, one 
faith, one sacrifice and sacramental system. Her mem- 
bers abide in her by the acceptance of and adhesion to 
these. If they fail to do so, if they wilfully reject 
either the hierarchy, or the faith, or the sacrifice and 
sacraments of the Church, they break from the organic 
unity of the Church. They go out from it ; they can- 
not go out from it and take it with them. Their heresy 
leads to schism. I do not here stay to discuss the con- 
stitution of the hierarchy. I have stated it as the 
Holy Catholic Church does, and as St. Augustine 
and St. Optatus stated it to the Donatists. Even 
if the Papacy were not true, the argument would 
be the same, for supposing that the ‘“‘ Collective Episco- 
pate,’ as Anglicans say, were the supreme authority on 
earth with no divinely appointed ruling Primate, and 
was in operation as a living active force, any church or 
person who broke away from that, from what St. Augus- 
tine and St. Optatus called the orbis terrarum, would 
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break away at the same time from the organic unity 
of the Church. 

2. The deep reasons for the essential unity of the 
Church are, as already stated, that the Church is the 
body of Christ, a living organism compacted in a 
definite form by our Lord, with hierarchy and flock, 
its several members being baptised into and welded 
into one body by their participation in the Sacred 
Humanity of our Lord, and their union with Him 
thereby, and by being indwelt collectively and indi- 
vidually by the Holy Ghost. 

The Church is thus a mystical Person (x Cor. xii., 12). 
Christ is the Head, the faithful are the body, and the 
Holy Ghost is, as it were, the soul. The Church is thus 
indivisibly indissolubly one as Christ is one—one 
body, one Spirit ; one Lord, one faith, one baptism ; 
one God and Father of us all. ‘‘ One ”’ in these clauses 
must have the same meaning ; it must mean numeri- 
cally one. We cannot confess that Christ is one to the 
exclusion of plurality and division, or confess that the 
Spirit is one to the exclusion of plurality and division, 
and at the same time affirm that the Church is one, 
but including plurality and division (Compare Tem- 
poral Mission, p. 31). 

A living body cannot be divided. A limb may be 
cut off, but the soul does not follow the cut off limb. 
It is severed from the head, and loses the life, the soul. 
One soul cannot animate more than one body. The 
mission of the Holy Ghost, which was won for us by 
our Saviour’s sacrifice upon the Cross, is His indwelling 
of the body of Christ. Before and apart from this, the 
Holy Spirit has worked and works on every human 
soul whom God has created, but He does not indwell 
them as He indwells the body of Christ. This indwell- 
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ingis unique. Itisas uniqueas is the indwelling of any 
human soul in its own particular body. This holds the 
body in an indivisible unity. Ifthe soul be withdrawn, 
the body is resolved into its component elements. If 
a limb be cut off, the soul does not follow the cut off 
limb. So does the Holy Ghost, indwelling the mystical 
body of Christ, descending into it from its Divine In- 
carnate Head, hold the Church in indivisible unity. 
If the mission of the Holy Ghost were to be ended, or 
even temporarily withdrawn, the Church would cease 
to be the living body of Christ. If any part, be it great 
or small, of the Church be cut off, the indwelling of the 
Holy Spirit as the soul of the Church does not follow 
that part cut off. His merciful operations apart from 
that indwelling may be continued, and to individuals 
really in good faith, outside of the body by no fault of 
their own, i.e. who have used and are using every 
means at their disposal to know the truth, and are 
uninfluenced in the position they take up by any 
human earth-born or wrong motives, and love God 
above all things, He may continue, or bestow, His 
indwelling so uniting them to the soul of the Church, 
ic. Himself, though separated from its body ; but the 
schismatic corporation, the institution as such, is out- 
side of His peculiar mission to the body of Christ. 

3. The indivisible unity of the Church, internal and 
external, may be further shown in this way. The 
essential fact, the point d’apput, the basis and cause of 
the unity of the Church, is the perfect unity between 
the Holy Ghost and the Sacred Humanity of our Lord. 
This is in addition to His union with our Lord by — 
reason of His Godhead. The Sacred Humanity of 
Jesus is the Temple, the created living dwelling, of the 
Holy Ghost. This union of the Holy Ghost with It, 
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though without hypostatic union, is analogous to what 
the taking of our nature was to our Lord. It is an 
everlasting indissoluble union. ‘“‘ But now the Holy 
Ghost is given more perfectly for He is no longer 
present only by His operation as of old, but is present 
with us, so to speak, and converses with us in @ sub- 
stantial manner. For it was fitting that, as the Son had 
conversed with us in a body, the Spirit also should come 
among us in a bodily manner, and when Christ had 
returned to His own place, He should descend to us ”’ 
(St. Greg. Naz. Ovat in Pentecost, tom. 1., p. 740, cited 
from Temporal Mission, p. 49). Our Lord obtained by 
the merits of His Passion that this indwelling should 
be extended to all who become sacramentally incor- 
porated into Him in and through His Sacred Humanity, 
so that as parts of Himself they should form His 
mystical body. Made one by Holy Baptism with His 
body in which the Holy Spirit dwells, the Holy Spirit 
necessarily indwells them too, just as the soul of man 
indwells and animates every part of his body. The 
‘unity of the Church, therefore, does not arise from the 
Holy Ghost going out as it were to men and influencing 
them Godward as separate individuals. This He has 
done from the beginning of the world, and will do, in 
His merciful goodness, till the end of time. But the 
unity of the Church arises from and is brought about 
by persons being incorporated into that everlasting 
unity which exists between the Holy Ghost and the 
Sacred Humanity of Christ. They are thus welded 
together into one body with Christ and one another, 
and animated and held in unity by the Holy Ghost as 
the soul of that body. 

The unity of the Church rests on the institution of 
God, not on the will of man. It is not a voluntary as- 
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sociation of persons or of local Churches. It is tanta- 
mount to blasphemy to speak of it being “ organised on 
a democratic basis’’ or “‘on universal consent.” It is 
desuper from above and descends from on high. “And I 
John saw the Holy City, the new Jerusalem, coming 
down out of heaven from God ”’ (Apoc. xxi. 2). “‘ Behold 
how good and how pleasant a thing it is for brethren to 
dwell together in unity. Like the precious ointment on 
the head, that ran down upon the beard, the beard of 
Aaron, which ran down to the skirt of his garment.” 
(Ps. cxxxil. I, 2). It is primarily a consequence of the 
union between the Holy Ghost and the Sacred 
Humanity of Christ ; and secondly, it is a conse- 
quence of our being chosen by God to participate in 
the unity brought about by that union. 

The Church, therefore, must and can only be one 
body, internally, externally, numerically, one. Men, 
by Holy Baptism, are brought into it. They may 
abide in it, or go out from it. They cannot increase 
its essential unity by abiding, or impair it by going 
out. It is essential, indestructible, everlasting. It is 
one inwardly by reason of Christ and the Holy Spirit. 
It is one outwardly by reason of the same. For the 
external expressions of its unity, its hierarchy, its 
doctrine, and its sacrifice and sacraments, are the 
exercise of our Lord’s Regal, Prophetic, and Priestly 
Offices. In each and in all it is Christ acting by the 
Holy Ghost through the members of His mystical 
body. ‘“‘ Receive the Holy Ghost” are the opening 
words of the present form in the consecration of a 
bishop ; and the invocation of the Holy Ghost pre- 
cedes and accompanies every solemn act of the Church. 

The three Offices of Christ stand together. They may 
not be exercised in opposition one to the other. Par- 
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ticipation ministerially in His Priesthood, for instance, 
carries with it no liberty to act as a priest apart from . 
the hierarchy, and is no security if the Prophetic Office 
of Christ, and so the true faith, is abandoned. Such 
an exercise of priesthood is an act of rebellion and akin 
to sacrilege. The possession, therefore, by a schismatic 
body, of valid orders, except so far as it may facilitate 
corporate reunion, may prove a disadvantage by in- 
volving those who hold and exercise them in a greater 
sin. 

4. When these truths are duly pondered, that the 
Church is the body of Christ, and that a living body 
cannot be divided—nay! that Christ cannot be 
divided ; and that the Holy Ghost indwells the Church 
as the mystical body of Christ, and, as its soul, holds 
it in indivisible unity ; and that the basal fact and 
essential cause of the unity of the Church is the union 
of the Holy Ghost with the Sacred Humanity of our 
Lord ; and that this essential unity is organically 
expressed in its hierarchy, doctrine, and sacrifice and 
sacraments, and morally by the adherence and sub- 
mission of its members to the same; the Catholic 
doctrine of the everlasting indissoluble, indefectible 
unity (both internal and external) of the Church is 
seen to be a necessary truth, and a correlative of the 
Incarnation, and the only true significance of the words 
in the Creed; Et in Spiritum Sanctum Dominum et 
vivificantem. Et wnamsanctam Catholicam et Apos- 
tolicam Ecclesiam. 

Our Lord taught this indivisible unity by the parables 
of the Vine, the Pearl of Great Price, the Fold, the 
Kingdom which cannot be divided against itself, the 
Net which cannot be broken, etc. Our Lord’s seam- 
less tunic woven from the top throughout was, of old, 
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taken as a type of the Unity of His Church, which came 
to it from Him and its union with Him. A most strik- 
ing prophecy of the Church is in Daniel ii. 43, where 
the kingdom of the Messiah, of the Christ, is “the 
stone’ (no better symbol of numerical unity) “cut 
out without hands.”’ 

It is (with probably one exception of a certain 
Donatist, mentioned by Dom Chapman in his book, 
Dr. Gore and the Roman Catholic Claims) a post-Refor- 
mation tenet that the Church can be, and is, divided, 
and that the Church is a number of autonomous local 
or provincial Churches similarly organised, who for 
their bene esse, though not necessarily, should be 
allied in voluntary intercommunion. Such ideas are 
wholly unknown to the Fathers, and are contrary 
to Holy Scripture, and to the very nature and being 
of the Church as the mystical body of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

It is because of this sacred unity of the Church that 
charity in Christians towards God, and among them- 
selves, is so great a grace and so imperative a duty, 
and that the latter is a proof of the reality of the pro- 
fession of the former. In the sick and suffering mem- 
bers of His body, it is to Christ Himself that we minis- 
ter. In the saints, the glorified members, it is Christ 
Himself whom we honour. In the ministers of His 
Church, it is Christ whom we receive. For the same 
reason it is that every sacrament administered is an 
act of Christ by His Holy Spirit, it is He ‘‘ who bap- 
tizeth.’”’ And in the mutual kindnesses and good offices 
towards each other in the fellowship of Christians in 
the Church, it is for Christ’s sake, and because we, 
each of us are His, nay! because mystically we 
are Himself, that they are done, “‘ keeping the unity 


The Unity of the Church” 39 


>” 


of the Spirit in the bond of peace.’ “ Charity,’ 
theologically understood, stands for the state of grace, 
or the indwelling of the Holy Ghost. That is its 
essential principle. Its outward manifestation is in 
the fruits of the Holy Spirit, and works of bene- 
ficence. 

And in the same way as regards those that are out- 
side the body of Christ’s Church, the heathen, the 
fallen, the schismatic, we are to seek their true good, 
their conversion and restoration and withdrawal from 
their error, because they are redeemed by the Blood 
of Jesus, and are potentially members of His body, viz. 
able actually to become such when, by His grace, they 
“turn again that He should healthem.”’ It is thus that 
the body “maketh increase unto the edifying of itself 
in charity’? (Eph. iv. 16), and ‘‘groweth into the 
increase of God ”’ (Col. 11. 19), and bears its true witness 
to our Lord (St. John xiii. 34, 35). 

5. Certain important consequences flow from the 
above doctrine. Since the Church as an institution is 
the body of Christ, and depends on Him and on the 
indwelling of the Holy Ghost, and so does not depend 
on the will of man but of God, it is not, as far as this 
union is concerned, on its probation. It is not like the 
kingdom of Judea, which, if faithless, could be and was 
rejected. It is incorporated into God—into Christ 
Incarnate God, and indwelt by the Holy Ghost. Its 
members may rise and fall, may come and go, nations 
may belong to it and be severed from it, but the Church 
itself remains unmoved, unshaken. It cannot be holier 
or less holy, as an institution, according to the better 
or less good lives of its members. Though’ those once 
made members of the Church may fall short of their 
holy calling, yet its corporate organic functions of 
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exercising the Regal Office of Christ, of teaching the 
true faith, of offermg the holy sacrifice and minis- 
tering the saving sacraments, and its true communion 
of saints can never fail for “The gates of hell shall 
never prevail against it.”’ 

It is noticeable how often the times on which the 
world dwells most because of the corruption of morals, 
have been those in which the greatest saints have 
appeared. 

It is important to bear this in mind, for the world 
laying hold of human sins (for which indeed Christians 
should mourn unceasingly as having given occasion to the 
enemies of God to blaspheme) make them an excuse for 
rejecting and turning away from the Church. But in 
so doing they turn away from God. “ He that eateth 
bread with me shall lift up his heel against me. At 
present I tell you, before it come to pass; that when 
it shall come to pass, you may believe that I am he. 
Amen, Amen, I say to you, he that receiveth whomso- 
ever I send receiveth me, and he that receiveth me 
receiveth him that sent me.’’ In spite of the sins of 
the members of the Church, the Church as an institu- 
tion is holy, it is the body of Christ. This is the teach- 
ing of St. Augustine. Dr. Swete, commenting on the 
clause “‘the Communion of Saints’’ in the Creed, 
wrote as follows: ‘“‘ The Donatists declaimed against a 
Church in which a “‘communio malorum, a joint 
participation in sacraments of the evil and the good 
was not only permitted but enforced. ‘ What com- 
munion,’ they asked with St. Paul, ‘hath light with 
darkness’? Augustine replied that though in the 
Catholic Church the evil were mingled with the good, 
and the Church was to that extent a mixed body, 
there was within her a true communio sanctorum, in 
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which the evil have no part, and which is not impaired 
by their presence’ (The Apostles Creed, p. 83. Third 
edition). 

Cardinal Manning also wrote: “. . . being not an 
individual depending upon the fidelity of the human 
will, but a body depending on the Divine Will, it is 
not on trial or probation, but is itself the instrument 
of probation to mankind. It cannot be affected by the 
frailty or sins of the human will any more than the 
brightness of the firmament by the dimness or the loss 
of human sight. It can no more be tainted by human 
sin than the holy sacraments which are always 1m- 
mutably pure and divine, though all who come to 
them be impure and faithless. What the Church was 
in the beginning it is now, and ever shall be in all the 
plentitude of its divine endowments, because the 
union between the body and the spirit is indissoluble, 
and all the operations of the Spirit in the body are 
perpetual and absolute’”’ (Temporal Mission, p. 67. 
Sixth edition). 

6. A second great consequence of the truths stated 
above, the intimate relations of the Church with our 
Lord and the Holy Spirit, is that the Church is in- 
fallible. It is the organ or instrument by which our 
Lord teaches through the Holy Spirit. Its living 
voice is in all ages, ministerially, the voice of Jesus : 
“He that heareth you heareth Me,” St. Augustine 
asks, ‘‘ Si in carne uné, quomodo non in voce una”’ ? 
“Tf (Christ and the Church be) in one flesh, how (are 
they) not in one voice ?”’ And this is so, for our Lord 
said, “‘ It is not you that speak but the Spirit of your 
Father that speaketh in you,’’ and “ He shall take of 
mine and show it unto you.’’ And so the Apostles 
could say, and the Church in her dogmatic decisions 
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ever since has said, “‘ It hath seemed good to the Holy 
Ghost and to us.” 

There can be no antithesis between our Lord and 
the de fide teaching of the Church. It cannot truly be 
said that we go to the Church instead of to our Lord, 
or before our Lord. We go to our Lord and are taught 
by Him when we wait on Him to hear Him as He 
speaks to us by the Holy Spirit through His Church. 
He speaks to us in the de fide doctrine of His Church, 
and leads and helps us to apprehend that doctrine in 
the several vocations of our lives. The infallibility of 
the Church is permanent. It was not for a time and 
then ceased, or was withdrawn. It depends on, and 
flows from, the presence of the Holy Ghost in the Church, 
and its union with our Lord, which are perpetual and 
everlasting. The infallibility is as truly exercised by 
the living Church to-day as it ever has been, and will 
be till the end of time, in the Church’s dogmatic deci- 
sions and in its constant enunciation of the true faith. 

A Church, such as Anglicans describe, once in- 
fallible but practically so no longer, and now unable 
to teach either with one voice or with binding authority, 
would be a mockery of man’s dire need of and hunger 
for the truth. It would be a negation of the perpetual 
indwelling of the Holy Ghost in the Church. It would 
be a confession that our Lord’s promise that the gates 
of hell should not prevail against the Church had 
failed. 

The Church, being infallible, cannot err. As it 
grows, the latent resources of its constitution are 
manifested as demands are made upon them. Its 
doctrine develops, but it can never become corrupt. 
True developments are not corruptions. And since 
the source of the Church’s life is God, and the Holy 
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Spirit indwells and rules it, we know that every 
development which is sanctioned by the hierarchy, 
i.e. the governing part of the Church, is true and 
according to the will of God. It could not be other- 
wise since the Church is the body of Christ. ‘‘ The 
prince of this world cometh and in me he hath not 
anything.” : | 

7. The following passage from St. Gregory confirms 
what has been written: ‘ The holy universal Church 
is one body, constituted under Christ Jesus its Head. 
... Lherefore Christ, with His whole Church, both 
that which is still on earth and which now reigns with 
Him in heaven, is one Person, and as the soul is one 
which quickens the various members of the body, so 
the one Holy Spirit quickens and illuminates the whole 
Church. For as Christ who is the Head of the Church 
was conceived of the Holy Ghost, so the Holy Church 
which is His body, is filled by the same Spirit that it 
may have life, and is confirmed by His power that it 
may submit in the bond of faith and charity. There- 
fore, the Apostle says, ‘‘ from whom the whole body 
being compacted and fitly joined together maketh 
increase of the body.’’ This is that body out of which 
the Spirit quickeneth not: wherefore the blessed 
Augustine says: “‘ If thou wouldst live of the Spirit 
of Christ be in the body of Christ.’’ Of this Spirit the 
heretic does not live, nor the schismatic, nor the ex- 
communicated, for they are not of the body ; but the 
Church hath a Spirit that giveth life, because it in- 
heres inseparably to Christ its Head : for it is written, 
“ He that adhereth to the Lord is one spirit with Him’ ”’ 
(St. Gregory Expos. in Psal. v., Paenit tom. ili, p. 51I. 
_ Translation by Cardinal Manning. See Temporal 
Mission, p. 50). 
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It is the denial of the indivisible visible unity of 
the Church which is the root error of Anglicanism and 
the deep cause of the cleavage between us. When the 
advanced High Churchmen, who seem to have adopted 
well-nigh all Catholic doctrine except the true doctrine 
of the Church, i.e. all that the Church teaches except 
what it teaches about itself, shall have grasped this 
truth that there is and can be only one indivisible 
visible Church on earth, and only one body in the 
world which is that Church, they will be in a fair way 
to find it. Set free from the confusion of mind, and the 
exigencies of a position, which, in mistaken loyalty, or 
through what Newman called “ pure Protestantism,”’ 
or simply hostility to the Pope (which probably 
infects them much more than they realise, and is so 
difficult to eradicate because it is the last and supreme 
stronghold of private judgment) they feel called on to 
defend, they will be better able to examine without 
mental reserve, and to appreciate, another token of 
the true Church which infallibly indicates it, the rock 
on which Christ continuously builds it, the Petrine 
office, the centre of unity on earth of the Church, of its 
doctrine and jurisdiction. 


CHAPTER III 


MR. WILLIAMS ON ST. MATTHEW XVI. -18, I9 


in the New Testament which are held pre- 
eminently to teach the Petrine Office, or the 
Papacy: St. Matthew xvi. 18-19; St. Luke xxii. 29- 
32; St. John xxi. 15-17. The foremost of these is the 
passage in St. Matthew. The other words were spoken, 
we may reverently say, because of what was said to 
St. Peter in the passage recorded by St. Matthew, and 
could only have been said to him because of the posi- 
tion in which our Lord by those words had placed him. 
The Holy Catholic and Roman Church has from the 
beginning interpreted the passage in St. Matthew xvi. 
to mean that St. Peter in the Office in which our Lord 
by these words placed him, was so identified with our 
Lord in certain respects as ministerially to represent 
Him, and to be the rock on earth on which our 
Lord would continuously build His Church; and 
that just as it was St. Peter’s faith which qualified 
him for his Office, his faith in turn should never fail 
but should confirm for all time the faith of his brethren. 
Our Lord further gave to St. Peter the power, which 
He also subsequently gave to the other Apostles, to 
bind and loose, but He also, and previously, assigned 
to St. Peter alone the gift of the keys, or of supreme 
jurisdiction (which was promised in St. Matthew 
Xvi., and actually bestowed in St. John xxi. I5-17). 
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St. Peter in his Office was thus the centre and the touch- 
stone of Catholic unity both of doctrine and jurisdic- 
tion. And, since he in his Office was made the rock or 
foundation of the building, his Office must remain as 
long as the building; and, similarly, since the keys 
must be exercised as long as the kingdom goes on, and 
the flock be fed, his Office would necessarily continue 
after his own death, and the powers bestowed on him, 
to be exercised by his successors. 

The Church, while holding fast these truths, firmly 
holds the doctrine of the Episcopate equally with the 
Papacy to be divinely instituted (de jure divino), so 
that the Pope cannot do away with or do without the 
Episcopate, but that for unity, and the avoidance of 
schism, our Lord founded the Primacy. The other 
Apostles were foundations as well as St. Peter, but as 
our Lord laid them with St. Peter representing, or 
identified with, Himself, as rock. “In Holy Scrip- 
ture the foundations of the Church are represented as 
threefold. There is Christ Himself. There is Cephas, 
St. Peter identified with Christ: there are the twelve 
Apostles. Both the Petrine Office and the Episcopate 
are essential constituents and permanent foundations 
of the Church. For the unity of the Church our Lord 
founded in the person of Peter, the Petrine Office, or 
the Primacy. For the universality of the Church, and 
that the Primate should have assistance in his govern- 
ment of the Church, our Lord founded in the persons 
of the Apostles, the Episcopate’”’ (see Petvine Office, 
p. 57). | 

It is not the case, as Mr. Williams says in Lecture II, 
that “the official Roman hypothesis tells us that the 
Church was meant to rest upon Peter exclusively ; it 
was meant to be built on him and on no one else.” 
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The misrepresentations of Catholic doctrine are so 
frequently made by Anglican controversialists, that 
surely, if they sincerely want to write for truth and not 
for victory, they should submit all their statements of 
what they think the Catholic Church teaches to some 
Catholic theologian before they publish them. 

The gift of the keys was given to no one else. The 
words “Feed my lambs”’ “ Feed my sheep’”’ were 
spoken to Peter alone. They must have some real 
meaning. They must have conferred some power upon 
him. It cannot mean nothing to tell one that he is to 
be the rock on which the Church is to be built, to have 
‘the keys of the kingdom, and to feed and shepherd 
(7ro:mave) the flock. If those words convey Primacy 
at all, they convey Primacy with jurisdiction, with 
power, with something unique and peculiar for the 
holder of the Primacy to do. The words would be 
absolutely misleading if they were only intended to 
appoint a figure-head, a primus inter pares, possessing 
no power or office different to his colleagues. If this 
had been all that our Lord intended, no other words 
were required than those which occur in the lists of the 
Apostles: “ first Simon whom he surnamed Peter.”’ 
The Church does not so evacuate our Lord’s words of 
their meaning, but seeks to give them their true, their 
natural, legitimate, and necessary force. They are 
thus the “ charter of the Holy Catholic Church, whose 
miraculous existence, and triumph over the gates of 
hell,” now manifested in the dire persecutions by the 
heathen, now in the wanton interference of heretical 
sovereigns, now in worldliness within, and now in the 
corruption of morals among Christians, and even in 
the sins of the rulers of the Church, are the most 
wonderful tokens and proof of their truth. 3 


48 For it was Founded on a Rock 


Against these texts and this interpretation of them, 
opponents of the Church have, especially in the later 
centuries, striven. Some, like certain German critics, 
admit that the texts carry with them the doctrine and 
the consequences which the Church attributes to them, 
but seek escape by suggesting (against the testimony 
of every extant manuscript and ancient version) that 
St. Matthew xvi. 18-19 was a very early ecclesiastical 
interpolation. Others, like Father Puller, have tried 
to discover in the collateral interpretations which the 
Fathers give of the passage, an antithesis, and allow 
themselves to take up the terrible position of affirming 
that, though our Lord spoke these words with the 
utmost solemnity, He so failed sufficiently to express 
His meaning that no one has ever since known cer- 
tainly what it was. 

The interpreters of the Petrine texts fall into two 
divisions. On the one side is the Catholic Church which 
gives and has always given one and the same interpre- 
tation, which fits the words, and is undoubtedly their 
natural meaning, and which is repeated by Saint after 
Saint, Father after Father, one drawing out one part or 
one side of it, and another some other, but all agreeing 
in the whole, and no single one denying the doctrine 
which the Church deduces from it. On the other side 
are the opponents, who have no fixed interpretation of 
the passages, but contradict each other, and vary from 
the extreme, on the one hand, of conceding half of 
what the Church teaches from the texts—conceding, 
that is, a Primacy de jure Divino but without jurisdic- 
tion, as Mr. Norman Williams does (reminding us of 
Newman’s description of the Arians: “In all is seen 
the endeavour to come as near as possible . . . with- 
out using the term ...’’), to the extreme, on the 
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other hand, of disallowing any, even a_ personal, 
eminence to St. Peter at all. The result being the 
terrible conclusion already alluded to of having to take 
up the position that our Divine Lord did not teach 
sufficiently plainly, and that no one has ever yet been 
able with certainty to determine His meaning. | 
venture to think that these alternatives should not 
for long leave us doubtful which is likely to be the true 
one, and consonant with the majesty of God Incar- 
nate, and with the purpose of His becoming Incarnate 
for our sakes: ‘‘ For this was I born, and for this 
came I into the world ; that I should give testimony 
to the truth. Everyone that is of the truth heareth 
my voice ’”’ (St. John xviii. 37). 

2. What seems to be a new method of evading the 
force of the texts in St. Matthew xvi. has lately been ~ 
suggested by Mr. Norman Williams (though I believe it 
too, and previously, has been made by German 
rationalists) which, though it is over-ruled by what has 
already been written, should be refuted more par- 
ticularly. Mr. Williams’ point is that the words are 
recorded only by St. Matthew. He does not deny their 
historicity, as he terms it, but their great importance. 
He argues this from St. Luke’s omission of them. He 
thinks that St. Luke had not seen St. Matthew's 
Gospel when he wrote his own, and probably did not 
know that the words in St. Matthew xvi. were ever 
spoken, or if he did know of them, they did not make 
sufficient impression on his mind to make him think it 
important, or worth his while, to record them. 

The force of this argument is focussed as follows. 
Scholars of the school to which Mr. Williams appears 
to belong regard St. Mark’s Gospel as the first of the 
Synoptists. They hold that besides St. Mark, and pre- 
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vious to it, and practically the first form of it, there 
was another document which they call QO (from quellen, 
sources). This is a purely imaginary document. It 
has no existence in fact, no historicity, and there is no 
evidence whatever for it except the ingenious conjec- 
ture of critics. But these critics go on, and maintain 
that Q and St. Mark’s Gospel alone represent the 
original Apostolic testimony, all that men were at the 
first called on to believe; to which last statement 
Catholics, of course, entirely demur. From this they 
deduce that as the Petrine words are not recorded by 
St. Mark they, like other momentous truths even more 
essential to true Christianity such as the doctrine of 
the Virgin birth of our Lord, were not part of that 
original testimony. 

Of course these applications of the critical theory 
(which itself is by no means established) about O and 
St. Mark being the first written forms of the Synoptic 
Gospels from which the others are mainly derived, or 
on which, together with the “‘ Logia ’’ or “‘ Sayings of 
our Lord,’ they were built, are a negation of the 
Catholic doctrine of the inspiration of Holy Scripture, 
and leave out of account altogether the direct and 
intimate relation of the Holy Ghost both to the sub- 
stance and to the letter of Holy Scripture, and His 
influence, therefore, in the composition of the Four 
Gospels; and land those who make them in posi- 
tions which men like Mr. Wilhams can hardly have 
realised. 

3. The doctrine of the inspiration of Holy Scripture 
was thus set down by Pope Leo XIII., in the Encyclical 
Providentissimus Deus of 18th November, 1893: 
‘By supernatural power HE (the Holy Ghost) so 
prompted and moved them (the sacred writers) to . 
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write, and so assisted them in their writing, that all 
such things as He enjoined, and no other things, were 
duly conceived in the minds of the writers, faithfully 
written down, and aptly expressed with unfailing 
accuracy.” 

The Council of Trent declared that the books were 
“sacred and canonical.” By “sacred ”’ is meant that 
the books are the written word of God, and, in the last 
analysis, have God for their author ; that is, that God 
having purposed “‘ to express in writing certain truths 
through the instrumentality of human agents,’’ the 
Holy Ghost (a) moved the writers to write ; (0) guided 
the writers what to write, and which parts to select 
when compiling their books from existing records ; 
(c) revealed to them the matter they had to write when 
it could not otherwise be known, or, in the case of the 
writers of the Gospels, brought back to their remem- 
brance all that our Lord had said, according to His 
promise ; (d) preserved the writers themselves from 
all error in their part of the work. 

Inspiration, therefore, is the action of God upon a 
human writer, whereby God moves and enables the 
writer to serve as an instrument for communicating in 
writing the Divine Thoughts. This does not involve 
what is called ‘‘ verbal inspiration.’’ That is not the 
de fide doctrine of the Church. It is held by many 
theologians to be precluded by the statements, and 
idiosyncracies, of the writers, who also themselves 
describe at times their own efforts. ‘‘ The diversity 
of style in the different books is accounted for by the 
general law, that when God employs natural instru- 
ments for a supernatural purpose He does not destroy 
their natural powers but adapts them to His own pur- 
pose’ (Wilhelm and Scannell. Manual of Catholic 
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Theology, Vol. I, p. 55). But inspiration does mean all 
that has been said above. 

Concerning, therefore, our Lord’s words recorded . 
in the Gospel, as M. Devesque, Professor at St. Sulpice, 
writes: “ All that the Spirit of God destined for His 
Church has been faithfully handed down to us and in 
this deposit (dans ce depdt) is found the substance of 
the Master’s teaching ’’ (Nos Quatre Evangiles, p. 9). 

4. We may now consider the composition of the Four 
Gospels. They have God the Holy Ghost, in the last 
analysis, for their author. There was therefore a unity 
of purpose in them known to Him from the beginning, 
which He may have in a greater or less degree made 
known to the writers. This would be fulfilled by the 
Holy Ghost guiding the several Evangelists what, out 
of the mass of oral tradition, which undoubtedly 
existed (St. John xxi. 25), each should record. Each 
Evangelist wrote for a particular purpose and primarily 
for a particular set of readers. Thus while the Synop- 
tists would naturally require many or even most of 
the same incidents and sayings of our Lord when 
recording the same parts of His life, at the same time 
each might require some incidents not recorded by all 
for his particular purpose. The Holy Ghost used and 
over-ruled the particular purpose of each Gospel to 
the general purpose of the four, and to’the fourfold 
presentation of the life and words of our Lord. 

Whether, however, St. Luke knew of St. Matthew’s 
Gospel or not (a point which will be dealt with pre- 
sently) the Holy Ghost did ; and, therefore, what He 
guided St. Luke to record not only fulfilled the par- 
ticular purpose of his Gospel, but was also intended to 
be the means of making the beautiful picture of our 
Lord, and the records of His revelation, more com- 
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plete. Thus the Holy Ghost appears to have guided 
st. Luke with great delicacy either to relate “ fresh 
incidents which it [his Gospel] adds to the history of 
what has been already related, and . . . to supply 
omissions, and to illustrate the method and principles 
of our Lord’s conduct by anecdotes or discourses which 
resemble very much those which others have inserted, 
but which are not the same’’ (compare Father Cole- 
ridge’s Life of our Lord, Vol. I, p. 26). St. Luke chose 
under the guidance of the Holy Ghost what fulfilled 
the purpose of his Gospel, but the Holy Ghost in 
guiding him to do that secured that he should record 
what would contribute to fulfil the purpose of all four. 
It was so, in like manner with His guidance of each 
Evangelist. 

The subject matter of the Gospels was, it is practi- 
cally certain, derived from the oral tradition which in 
those early days abounded, and which the Holy Ghost 
controlled. This would serve as the basis of catecheti- 
cal instructions, and of sermons. It would tend more 
and more to take definite form ; and as the same inci- 
dents, etc., would be used and related many times, and 
by the same teachers, they would begin to become 
expressed in more or less accustomed terms. This 
would account for the many similarities in the Synop- 
tic Gospels. It would also be put in different focusses, 
and different parts of it would be used to different 
audiences, to prove to them the truth of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. This would account for the differences 
and different matter which the books contain. It 
would lead to the formation of “‘ Catechetical schools ”’ 
with their marked characteristics, and their special 
presentment of the Evangelical tradition, the Pales- 
tinian, the Roman, the Grecian. We know from 
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St. Luke that many took in hand to put down this 
oral tradition, or to arrange it in historical narrative, 
in writing. This would further tend to stereotype the 
incidents chosen, and the language of the oral tradition. 

It was in this environment that the Holy Ghost 
moved the four Evangelists to write. He moved 
St. Matthew to write, primarily for the Jews, the 
Gospel of the Kingdom, the fulfilment of the ancient 
prophecies concerning Christ, His birth of “the 
Virgin ’’ at Bethlehem, the visit of the Kings from the 
East led by a star: and His Kingdom, the fulfilment 
of the promises of the Old Testament, the setting up 
of the Christian Church, “‘ the Kingdom of Heaven,”’ 
in the place of the Jewish polity. His Gospel was 
primarily addressed to the Jews. It would therefore 
embody the catechetical instruction given to the Jews 
in Palestine. In this Gospel, therefore, necessarily is 
set out with precision all that declares and explains 
the foundation and the constitution and permanence 
of the Church until the consummation of the ages. 
Hence with great emphasis it is declared that Jesus is 
the Christ (the Messiah) the Son of the Living God, 
and how He, Christ, instituted the Petrine Office, and 
guaranteed St. Peter in it, as the foundation for the 
stability and unity of His Church. ‘‘ To show that 
Jesus, the Messenger of God, was really the true 
Messiah announced by the prophets, that He had 
founded the Kingdom promised and awaited. Such 
was the chief object of the preaching at Jerusalem ”’ 
(Levesques. Nos Quatre Evangziles, p. 26). 

The Holy Ghost moved St. Mark to write primarily 
for the Romans, the Gospel of the Person of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and to show by His life and actions Who 
He was. “ Indeed this Man was the Son of God.” 
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This had been the preaching of St. Peter to the heathen 
in Rome, and embodied the cathectical instruction by 
which he sought to bring them to faith in our Lord. 
St. Peter would necessarily preach his Lord, and since 
his presence and the exercise of his Office among them 
would be a sufficient witness among his people of the 
foundation and government of the Church, he would 
naturally say as little as possible of what redounded 
to his own personal dignity. Prudence, also, may have 
led St. Mark to omit in a book to be circulated 
primarily in Rome the words of the Petrine Commis- 
sion, lest if the copies should fall into the hands of 
the heathen, they would reveal too much, and gravely 
enhance the perils of the Church. The Godhead of 
Christ was the justification of St. Peter’s position in 
Rome. 

St. Mark’s Gospel was, as Papias tells us, written for 
the Roman Christians, at their request, that they 
might have in writing St. Peter’s teaching. The inci- 
dents chosen for this Gospel were, therefore, acts, 
marvels, and all that would sway the Romans with 
their traditional admiration for heroic deeds. All that 
revealed the Person of our Lord, and kindled enthusiasm 
for Him, and faith in Him—*“‘ Supreme Son of Man, 
and only Son of God ’’—is related, and stress is every- 
where laid on personal discipleship. This Gospel not 
being “‘a Messianic treatise,’’ like St. Matthew’s, there 
was no need to prove the Davidic descent of our Lord, 
or the fulfilment of the prophecies concerning His 
birth, or to dwell on those points which would speci- 
ally appeal to the Jews. It was, also, strictly a record 
of an eye-witness (St. Peter) written down by St. Mark, 
and therefore would only begin where the personal 
experience of the witness began. But this, we may 
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observe, affords no sort of ground whatever for saying 
that when persons were converted on the cardinal 
doctrine of Christianity, the Godhead of our Lord, 
they were not taught and required to believe, before 
being baptised, the truth about the Incarnation, and 
other fundamental truths now contained in the Creed. 

The Holy Ghost moved St. Luke to write the Gospel 
of humanity, the Saviour’s message to the suffering 
world, to the Gentiles primarily (those Grecian Churches 
which St. Paul had founded) but not exclusively of the 
Jews. This had been the preaching of St. Paul, whose 
minister and companion St. Luke so often was. The 
incidents chosen by St. Luke were those, therefore, 
which bring our Lord, and His doctrine, and Church, 
into close fellowship with man in his sore needs. Com- 
passion, fellowship, protection, are the keynotes of 
this Gospel. Hence all the beautiful incidents of the 
Sacred Nativity in their exquisite human setting are 
given ; and the genealogy of our Lord is traced up to 
Adam. St. Luke, while embodying the substance of 
the usual catechetical instruction given to the Churches 
which St. Paul founded, for his particular purpose, 
and to the everlasting joy and profit of the Church, 
added the history of the Nativity, which beyond 
doubt he must have received from our Blessed Lady, 
and such other persons implicated who were still alive, 
at the time of his investigations (St. Luke i. 3). 

The Holy Ghost moved St. John to write the fourth 
Gospel to show that God was made Man, that men 
might become the sons of God, and to perfect the 
instruction so well begun by the other Evangelists. 

No one of the Gospels contains, or purposes to con- 
tain, the whole history of our Lord. Each Gospel is a 
manual about Christ rather than a history of His 
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whole life. Each isa manual composed for a particular 
purpose, and contains therefore just what serves that 
purpose. In serving the particular purpose for which 
it was written, each Gospel served also the larger pur- 
pose of the Holy Ghost, by complementing the others, 
and so presenting us with the fourfold picture of our 
Lord. 

5. Now from this it follows that a sentence or saying 
of our Lord is not more or less important or weighty 
according to whether it is reported by more than one, 
or by only one Evangelist. Were it otherwise, what 
would become of the Baptismal formula recorded only 
by St. Matthew, or of the commission to remit sins 
recorded only by St. John? What would have to be 
thought of St. John’s omission of the institution of the 
Holy Eucharist ? Would Mr. Williams hold that the 
disciple who leaned on the bosom of our Lord at the 
Last Supper knew nothing about it, or that it did not 
make sufficient impression on him to lead him to 
record it? The only thing that matters about 
a text, in this connection, is whether the words 
were spoken by our Lord and are truly recorded. 
Things, however 7” se momentous, were omitted if the 
purpose of the particular Gospel did not require them 
to be mentioned, or would be better served by their 
omission, and when the Holy Ghost knew that they 
were, or would be, adequately recorded elsewhere. 

The omission by St. Luke of the words recorded in 
St. Matthew xvi., on which Mr. Williams builds so 
much, presents no difficulty whatever. Mr. Williams 
argues that the omission goes to prove that the Petrine 
Office was unknown to him, or that if known it did not 
make sufficient impression on him to cause him to 
record it. As regards the former point critics affirm 
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that St. Luke did not know St. Matthew’s Gospel. 
But even if this were so he could hardly, from his rela- 
tions with the Christian community in Jerusalem, and 
his long sojourn at Caesarea, have been ignorant of the 
system of catchetical instruction in the Palestinian 
Church, which St. Matthew’s Gospel embodied. 

As regards the second point, though St. Luke does 
not record the giving of the Petrine Commission, I 
think that I can show not only that he knew it, but 
also that he assigned to it its due position; and 
that though the purpose of St. Luke’s Gospel did not 
require the giving of the Commission to be recorded, 
as the purpose of St. Matthew’s did, St. Luke taught 
the doctrine in another way and another context which 
would appeal more forcible to those of whom he wrote. 
St. Luke’s object was different from St. Matthew’s. His 
Gospel is the presentment of the Lord Jesus as the 
compassionate Saviour of sinful suffering humanity. 
His gospel was specially, though not exclusively, 
addressed to the Gentiles. He does not therefore 
dwell so much upon fulfilment of the Jewish prophecies, 
and the Messianic expectations realised in Christ, or 
the ecclesiastical organisation of His Kingdom, but 
everywhere, and at all times, he displays our Lord in 
compassionate fellowship with sinful suffering man. 

St. Luke was not, all the same, as indeed from his 
acquaintance with the Palestinian catechical instruc- 
tion he could not be, ignorant of the Church, of its 
foundation, or of St. Peter’s Office. He related as 
fully as the other Synoptists the calling of the apostles, 
the putting Simon first and the bestowal on him of his 
name, Peter. He more clearly even than the others 
indicates the division of the body of disciples into the 
hierarchy and the flock (St. Luke vi. 13). When, 
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however, he writes of the Church it is not, as in 
St. Matthew, so much of its majesty and its great pre- 
rogatives, but in a most tender setting, which exhibits 
our Lord’s yearning to be with the sons of men, and to 
draw them into His fellowship, and also His pre- 
venient knowledge of the conflict before them. This 
occurs in St. Luke xxii. 29-32. ‘‘ And I dispose to you 
as my Father hath disposed to me, a kingdom ’’— 
there is a declaration of His Church: “ That ye may 
eat and drink at My table in My kingdom ’’—there is 
the fulfilment of His desire for fellowship with them : 
“And may sit upon thrones, judging the twelve tribes 
of Israel’’—there is the appointed exercise by the 
Apostles of His magistertum. It is an eloquent and 
sufficient declaration of His Church. And then follows 
the Petrine Office, the Primacy, not now conferred but 
referred to, and taken as it were for granted: ‘“ And 
the Lord said, Simon, behold Satan hath desired to 
have you (pl.) that he may sift you as wheat. But I 
have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not : and thou 
being once converted (or as St. Gregory rendered it, 
‘do thou in thy turn’) confirm thy brethren ’’— 
there is the recognition of the age-long conflict before 
the. Church between the truth and error, and there is 
the security which in His prevenient love He pro- 
vided, the unfailing stability and infallibility of the 
Petrine Office. 

The Messianic Kingdom, set up as the fulfilment of 
prophecy, and destined to a glory by the side of which 
the Jewish Church would pale, and yet in which it 
would find its consummation, was St. Matthew’s 
theme, for by it he sought to convert and comfort the 
Jews, as well as for all time to prove that Jesus was the 
Messiah, the Christ, but it would not have appealed to 
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St. Luke’s readers in the same way as the Kingdom as 
he depicts it, the sphere of fellowship with its Lord, 
its conflict with sin and error, and its assured stability 
and victory through the prevenient prayer and the 
guarantee of its Saviour. 

The Holy Spirit caused St. Luke to give us here, in 
fulfilling the special purpose of his own Gospel, a rich 
supplement to the Petrine passage in the Gospel of 
St. Matthew. 

There is a further proof that St. Luke was not 
ignorant of St. Peter’s Office. St. Luke was the author 
of the Acts of the Apostles. He had written his Gospel 
before he wrote the Acts.» In this latter book he de- 
scribes most fully in those chapters which relate the 
foundation and organisation of the Church, St. Peter’s 
Primacy. The moment our Lord is ascended into 
heaven, St. Luke relates how St. Peter at once stepped 
into his appointed place, and took up the government 
and direction of the Church. This is related as the 
natural, and obvious, thing for St. Peter to have done, 
which all who had read “ the former declaration,’’ 1.e. 
St. Luke’s Gospel, would expect to happen. There is 
no sort of intimation or hint of surprise or discussion 
or arrangement over it. The Lord Jesus had made 
St. Peter “the leader’ 0 7yovmevos (St. Luke xxii. 26), 
and when the time was come he exercised his office. 
And St. Luke gives the fact great prominence, setting 
it in the forefront of his book. 

No argument, therefore, whatever can be built on 
St. Luke’s omission of the passage given by St. Matthew. 
The passage which he does give equally forcibly 
teaches the doctrine, served his purpose better, and 
enriched the Church with further teaching about the 
Kingdom, 
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6. Before we leave the discussion of this important 
Petrine text (St. Matt. xvi, 18, 19), it will be well to 
examine another attempt which Mr. Williams makes 
to discount its meaning. He asks, What did the dis- 
ciples, when it was first spoken, think it meant? 
“ Because that is the only way in which we can form 
any idea of what the text meant for our Lord Him- 
self.” What a terrible thing to say! He goes on to 
argue that they could not possibly have thought that 
it referred to a permanent office then bestowed on 
St. Peter, and to a long line of his successors because, 
Mr. Williams says, they expected the end of the world 
to come very shortly. He further argues that they 
could not have thought that it meant to put Peter ina 
supreme position, or they would never more have 
disputed who should be greatest in the Kingdom of 
Heaven, nor would Salome have made the request 
that her two sons might sit one on the right hand and 
the other on the left hand of our Lord in His Kingdom. 

Without entering into the interpretation of this last 
passage, I venture to remind Mr. Williams of Who it 
was that spoke the words to St. Peter, and that what 
it concerns us to know is what did the words them- 
selves which our Lord used mean, rather than how did 
the Apostles, when they first heard them, before the 
Passion, and the Resurrection, and Pentecost, under- 
stand them. It is one of the commonplaces of exegesis 
to point to the dullness of the Apostles’ understanding 
of our Lord’s sayings during His life on earth. Many 
instances at once occur to our minds (e.g. St. John il. 
19-23 ; xl. 16; St. Markix. 21, etc.). Is Mr. Williams 
prepared to limit the Church for all time to the mis- 
understandings of the Apostles before ‘‘ Jesus was 
glorified’? At that stage of their apprehension of 
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our Saviour’s teaching, it seems that any mark of His 
distinction of St. Peter stirred their jealous question- 
ings (compare St. Matt. xvi. 23-26 with St. Matt. xviii. 
1). But after the Resurrection and our Lord had 
breathed on them the Holy Ghost, and had given the 
charge of His whole flock into St. Peter’s keeping, 
there is no trace of their former questioning. After 
the Ascension, even before Pentecost, they without 
demur accept and obey St. Peter’s direction. St. John 
writes of the contrast between the Apostles’ incapacity 
before our Lord’s Ascension and their perfect under- 
standing after it, “‘ These things His disciples did not 
know at the first: but when Jesus was glorified, then 
they remembered that these things were written of 
Him and that they had done these things to Him ”’ 
(St. John xii. 16). And our Lord himself said to 
St. Peter, ‘“ What I do thou knowest not now, but 
shalt understand hereafter ’’ (St. John xi. 7). 

What our Lord meant by His words to St. Peter 
must be learned from the sense of the words themselves, 
and from the way the Apostles acted on them “when 
Jesus was glorified ’ as described in the Acts of the 
Apostles, and from the interpretation put on them by 
the one Holy Catholic Church from the beginning. 

7. There are two other mistakes which Mr. Williams 
makes which should be corrected. | 

(az) He says, “‘ The name of Peter was, therefore, 
not given to Simon for the first time at Caesarea 
Philippi.”” He says this because of our Lord’s words 
recorded in St. John i. 42, where the name was foretold. 
But it is one thing to promise and foretell a name, and 
another to give it. In the words recorded in St. John 
1. 42 our Lord promised the name: “ Thou shalt be 
called Peter.’’ In the words recorded in St. Mat- 
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thew xvi. 18, our Lord gave the name: “Thou art 
Peter.’ It lends great significance to the bestowal of 
the name that it should have been thus foretold and 
our Lord should have thus designated Peter to bear 
it, and then on a subsequent and solemn occasion have 
given it. But even if the name had been given in the 
first instance there is nothing to be made out of it ; 
for the solemn appointment to the office in St. Mat- 
thew xvi. 18 would then have shown why the name had 
been given. This is just an instance on Mr. Williams’ 
part of what Cardinal Gasquet calls controversial 
camouflage. 

(0) The other mistake is that because there is no 
article before ‘‘ Peter ’’ in the Greek of St. Matthew xvi. 
18 (sv & zérpos) the words only need mean that 
Peter was a rock, one of many. The argument, how- 
ever, is not sound. The article is not the only means 
of showing that a word is definite. Peter (aérpos) in 
the first clause was bestowed as a person’s name, and 
the article in such a sentence was not required. The 
subsequent words entirely preclude the inference 
Mr. Williams draws. The pronoun in the second 
clause, on this rock (éri ravty ty 7érpe), as Meyer, 
one of the foremost of non-Catholic Greek Testament 
scholars points out, determines that Peter was the 
rock spoken of. In so doing it also indicates the 
uniqueness of his position. The meaning appears 
most clearly if the Aramaic word is given in both 
clauses: “‘ Thou art Kephas and on this Kephas I 
will build, etc.” | 

St. John did not write (i. 42) “‘ Kephas which is by 
interpretation a stone,’’ as Mr. Williams says, but 
‘““Kephas which is by interpretation Peter.’ It was 
‘the Greek equivalent for the Aramaic name that 
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St. John wished to give. Mr. Williams follows the 
faulty translation, in this case, of the Authorised 
Version, which was corrected by the Revised. The 
passage is parallel in this respect to that in Acts ix. 36: 
“Tabitha which by interpretation is called Dorcas.” 
It is also parallel, as regards the main point of this 
criticism of Mr. Williams, to the sentence in St. Mat- 
thew1. 21: ‘‘ And thou shalt call his name Jesus ; for 
he shall save his people from their sins.’’ These words 
do not mean that Jesus is one of many Saviours; the 
second clause determines that He alone shall save His 
people. (On the use or the absence of the article with 
proper names see A Grammar of the Greek New Testa- 
ment, by Dr. A. T. Robertson, pp. 759-761, 791). 


CHAPTER IV 


MR. WILLIAMS AND OTHER TEXTS OF HOLY 
SCRIPTURE 


R. WILLIAMS refers to the texts which are 
[My csat adduced as being contrary to the 
Petrine Office. There is nothing very special 
or noticeable in his treatment of them. The mind of 
the Church has never been in accordance with his inter- 
pretation or seen anything in those texts contrary to 
its stedfast age-long belief about its own constitution. 
(a) Mr. Williams argues that the gift of the keys was 
the same as the power to bind and loose bestowed in 
ot. Matthew xviii. 18. This is not true exegesis. Three 
things were said to St. Peter ; he was to be the rock, 
to have the keys, to bind and loose with Divine sanc- 
tion. These are three distinct things, one only was 
said to others besides St. Peter. In that the other 
two were said only to St. Peter ; in those two he was 
different from, and superior to the rest. The two 
things peculiar to St. Peter were that as rock he was 
the basis of stability and of unity, and, by the gift of 
the keys, he had supreme control. Mr. Williams’ 
contention was met centuries ago by Origen, who 
said: “‘ What in a previous passage (St. Matt. xvi. 19) 
was granted to Peter alone seems here (St. Matt. xviii. 
18) to be shown to be granted to all. . . . But, as it 
was fit (even though something in‘;common was spoken 
of Peter, and of those who should thrice admonish the 
E Ogos 
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brethren) that Peter should have something peculiar 
above those who should thrice admonish, this was 
previously ordained separately respecting Peter ; 
thus I will give thee the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, 
before (it was said) and whatsoever ye shall bind on earth 
and what follows : and truly, if we sedulously attend to 
the Evangelical writings, even in them we may dis- 
cover (with regard even to those things which seem to 
be common to Peter and to those who have thrice 
admonished the brethren) much difference and pre- 
eminence in the words spoken to Peter, beyond those 
spoken in the second place’’ (Waterworth, Faith of 
Catholics. Vol. II, pp. 6-7). 

(6) Mr. Williams tries to make St. Paul’s Apostolate 
an argument against St. Peter’s Office. He even ven- 
tures to tell the Catholic and Roman Church what its 
attitude towards St. Paul and its constant association 
of him with St. Peter really means, as though he, out- 
side the Church, should know better than the Church 
itself. JI wonder that it never seems to occur to con- 
troversialists that the Church knows all that they do, 
and probably a great deal more, and certainly knows 
its own mind better than they do or can. Heretics 
from quite early times have tried to set up a rivalry 
between the two great Apostles, in order, especially, 
to depreciate St. Paul. But the Apostles themselves 
had no such rivalry, and in the mind of the Church 
there is none seen between them. There is no evidence 
whatever of the dual tradition, the one Petrine, the 
other non-Petrine, in the Church. When a tradition 
is spoken of it must mean that the idea or belief per- 
vades the literature of the time in which it is alleged 
to have existed. The tradition of the Primacy of 
St. Peter fulfils that condition, but where is the evidence 
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of this other, this non-Petrine tradition ? Where is it 
ever said that the Church was founded without the 
Primacy °? St. Peter is ever regarded as the Primate, 
and St. Paul is regarded as his divinely appointed 
coadjutor for the conversion of the Gentiles. Every 
Father who writes on the subject ascribes the Primacy 
to St. Peter, and no single Father ever suggests that 
this Primacy was transferred to St. Paul, or ever calls 
St. Paul the Primate. What right has Mr. Williams in 
the twentieth century to propound this theory and 
confuse the evidence of all the centuries, and insinuate 
this baseless theory and doubt into people’s minds ? 

The Acts of the Apostles corresponds perfectly with 
the Catholic Tradition, The first portion of the book 
relates the organisation of the Church; in this part 
St. Peter is shown ruling and directing everything. 
The second part of the book is concerned not with 
organisation but with extension, with carrying the 
message throughout the world ; in that part St. Paul, 
for it was the work to which he was called, is the person 
whose doings are chiefly related. The work which he 
did rested on, and was the extension of, the work which 
St. Peter had ruled and effected. St. Peter’s work and 
Office do not pass away because St. Paul extends the 
Kingdom of Heaven, over which St. Peter was placed 
as Primate, throughout the world. It is only the 
exigencies of their position, and being compelled to 
make arguments, which lead controversialists to such 
confusion. 

The two great Apostles are both regarded as in a 
special sense the Apostles of Rome, though St. Peter 
was the first founder. Rome is the centre of unity, 
and so also, and in consequence, of extension or 
Catholicity. It was in the wise Providence of our 
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Lord God that He made the one See, the great metro- 
polis of the world, which St. Peter was guided to make 
the seat, the Chair, of his authority, to be the deposi- 
tary of the teaching and of the prerogatives of the two 
great Apostles, the one in his Office the centre of unity, 
and the other the Apostle of extension and evangelisa- 
tion. An occasion of the very rivalry which Mr. 
Williams tries to see between them, and of schism, was 
thereby removed, which too easily might have arisen if 
St. Paul’s grandeur, great prerogatives, and glorious 
name, had been peculiarly associated with some other 
See. 

St. Paul, to look more closely into his position, no- 
where regards himself as having “a free-hand”’ (if I 
may so write) in Christendom. He refers more than 
once to the limitations put upon him. One signal 
instance was with regard to the Church of Rome, from 
visiting which he was for a long time debarred, eagerly 
as he had wished to do so, by his rule and aim “ so to 
preach the Gospel, not where Christ was already named, 
that (he) might not build upon another man’s founda- 
tion.”’ 

All tradition declares St. Peter to have been the 
founder of the church of Rome. St. Peter’s connec- 
tion with Rome, that he sojourned there, founded the 
Church there, made it the seat of his authority, and 
died there, is a dogmatic fact, i.e. a fact interwoven 
with essential dogma. God could not, by His own 
Covenant, allow His Church to be in ignorance or in 
error about it. It is bound up with the Faith. | 

Mr. Williams asks for signs of St. Paul’s recognition 
of the special position of St. Peter. I think these are 
signs of it: Galatians i. 18, where St. Paul relates his 
visit to St. Peter, for which he expressly went up to 
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Jerusalem, and which lasted fifteen days, and the 
object of which was important, viz. ((oropica: mérpov) 
to interview or question St. Peter ; his frequent use of 
the title Cephas, the Aramaic term which our Lord 
Himself had used when giving St. Peter his Office ; 
and, bearing in mind St. Peter’s relation to the Church 
of Rome, the pre-eminent dignity he ascribed to Rome 
in his Epistle : “ Your faith is proclaimed, or preached 
(karayyéAAera), throughout the world,’ and ‘‘all 
the Churches of Christ salute you.” 

(c) And here we may notice how Mr. Williams makes 
the common mistake of Protestants in looking in the 
Apostolic days for the elaborated normal system of 
the Church as it has come down to us through the ages, 
and as we see it to-day. St. Peter, in the beginning of 
Christendom, was supported by those who equally 
with himself were Apostles, inspired, and as regards 
the faith infallible, and possessed of Apostolic jurisdic- 
tion, ‘‘ Go ye into all the world ” (St. Matt. xxviii. 19). 
Such support was necessary if the world was to be 
converted. What we have to look for, therefore, is 
whether even among such colleagues Peter held any 
special position of chief and pre-eminent authority. 
{ do not think that an impartial mind can deny that 
St. Peter did. His conduct over the filling up the 
place of Judas, his dealing with Ananias and Sapphira, 
his receiving Cornelius into the Church, are not the 
only, but very striking instances of it ; and we do not 
read that the Apostles disputed its exercise, nor do any 
of the Fathers suggest that they did. On the contrary, 
what testimony they give is the other way. It was not 
the Apostles, but “they who were of the circum- 
— cision ’’ who contended with St. Peter about Cornelius. 
This pre-eminence of St. Peter, the result of our Lord’s 
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words to him recorded in the Gospels, proves that the 
Church was constituted from the first with a Primate 
in the person of St. Peter. The Church is a living 
organism compacted in a given form by our Lord, as 
was Adam at his creation, and quickened and indwelt 
by the Holy Ghost ; in whatever form, therefore, it 
was when our Lord breathed on it on Easter Day, and 
the Holy Ghost came to dwell in it at Pentecost, in 
that form it must continue to the end. 

As the Apostles, with their extraordinary gifts for 
the first foundation of the Church passed away, and 
were succeeded by those who had the normal power of 
the hierarchy only, the Office and power of the Primate 
would necessarily become more conspicuous, and would 
be manifested, as the Church grew, and developed, and 
made demands upon him, under the guidance of the 
Holy Ghost. 

Mr. Williams’ endeavour to distinguish between 
Primacy and Supremacy has often been tried before, as 
e.g. by Canon Bright, Mr. Allies, before his conversion, 
and by the present writer. Well do I remember the 
scorn which the Church Times reviewer poured upon 
the theory to which now the Church Times has thrown 
open its columns! But the theory does not hold. As 
I have said above, a Primacy without jurisdiction has 
no tittle of proof in Holy Scripture or Tradition. The 
crucial words of our Lord in Holy Scripture which 
prove the Primacy are those which, if they convey it 
at all, convey it with plenary jurisdiction, and not as 
“a gilded coronet,’’ but with something great and 
important to do: “To thee will I give the keys”: 
“Feed my lambs: Shepherd my sheep: Feed my 
sheep.” 

Mr. Williams’ use of the word “ sovereignty ”’ is 
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open to suspicion. The word is used in a true sense 
when it is taken as the equivalent of Supremus Ponti- 
~ fex, and is used to express the truth that the Pope has 
supreme jurisdiction and is our Lord’s vicegerent on 
earth. But the word is used in an untrue sense when 
_ it is used to imply that the Pope can do away with, or 
do without the Episcopate, or in any way alter the 
constitution of the Church or anything which our 
Lord instituted and ordained (compare The Petrine 
Office, pp. 44, 45, Third Thousand). The sovereign 
authority, rightly understood, of the Apostolic See 
is no new invention, or corruption, or usurpation. 
St. Augustine wrote of the ‘‘ Roman Church 
in which the Primacy of the Apostolic See has 
always been in force’’ (in quad semper Apostolicae 
cathedre viguit principatus). The word which he 
used, principatus, translated “‘ Primacy,” is the word 
which was used to designate the supreme power in the 
Roman Empire, the sovereignty which held the whole 
together. The Church ascribes to the Holy See just the 
same princtpatus which St. Augustine did, and said had 
always been in force. 

(d@) Mr. Williams, in referring to the incident of 
St. Paul withstanding St. Peter, must, for the moment, 
have forgotten that the Patristic view of it was not in 
the least that it militated against the Primacy of 
St. Peter. On the contrary, the Fathers commended 
St. Peter for his humility in that being Primate, he 
received his brother Apostle’s correction. 

(e) It is rather surprising that Mr. Williams should 
quote, and lay such particular stress upon 2 Corin- 
thians xi. 28, where St. Paul speaks of that which 
came upon him daily, ‘‘the care of the Churches ”’ as 
telling against St. Peter’s Primacy. In the first place, 
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St. Paul was evidently referring to the Churches which 
he had founded. In the second place, ‘‘care’’ is 
4 Mépyuva Which, Mr. Williams knows better than I can 
tell him, does not mean “‘ care ’’ in the sense of govern- 
ment, but anxiety for. Any and every Christian may, 
and many often do, especially such as are deeply 
interested in missions, experience and express, accord- 
ing to their proportion, just such similar care. We 
could with as much, or perhaps with greater, force 
quote, in favour of the Primacy, Acts ix. 32: ‘“‘ Peter 
went throughout all parts ’’ visiting all, as evidence of 
his supreme position. 

After all we in our Senne ae are not the first 
people who have read the New Testament; and 
certainly clergymen of the Church of England 
are, by the alleged appeal of their formularies to 
the Primitive Church, bound as much as Catholics 
are to test their interpretations of Holy Scripture by 
those of the Fathers. From St. Ignatius, the pupil of 
st. John onwards, the Primacy of St. Peter, and of his 
successors in the See of Rome, has been believed ; and~ 
wherever the reason for the Primacy of St. Peter is given 
(not the reason of his selection of Rome for the seat of 
it) it is the words which our Lord spoke to him re- 
corded in the Gospels. The Fathers knew all the 
passages which Mr. Williams quotes, just as the Church 
knows them to-day ; they knew all about St. Paul and 
his calling by our Lord, his mighty ministry, his glori- 
ous death. They saw nothing in the texts Mr. Williams 
refers to, nothing in St. Paul’s calling and career, to 
militate against the Primacy of St. Peter, and the per- 
manence of the Petrine Office in the Church of God, 
nor does the Holy Catholic and Roman Church to-day, 
and so, no more, legitimately, can we. 


Mr. Willtams and other Texts 73 


We have seen in the first chapter on the Unity of the 
Church that the Church which our Lord Jesus Christ 
founded was one, and only one, and indivisibly (in- 
wardly and outwardly) one. We here in this chapter, 
_ and in the preceding one, have seen that that one 
Church is and must be Petrine. Were there two bodies 
in the world, wide-spread, and at unity in themselves, 
and both claiming to be the one Church which our 
Lord founded, this test would infallibly determine 
which was the true one: foras St. Ambrose said: “ Ubi 
Petrus ibi ecclesia; ubi ecclesia nulla mors sed vita 
aeterna.’’ Only one body in Christendom fulfils these 
two conditions, and that is the Holy Catholic and 
Roman Church. How amply and absolutely Tradition 
bears out this statement has been shown over and over 
again. It has been done so quite recently, since this 
chapter was written, by a master of the subject, in 
The Tablet, January 12th, 1918. 


CHAPTER V 


THE AUTHORITY OF OUR LORD 


Graham Street, Mr. Norman Williams said as 

follows: ‘‘We have seen that St. Peter possessed 
a Primacy, and that (whatever the explicit intentions of 
our Blessed Lord, within the sphere of human conscious- 
ness, may have been) this Primacy, together with the 
Primacy of St. Paul, would naturally be inherited by 
the Bishops of Rome.” There never was ‘‘a Primacy 
of St. Paul.”’ No single word or tittle of evidence can 
be found for such an idea, as has been already said. It 
is not for those words, therefore, that I draw attention 
to Mr. Williams’ statement, but for those which I have 
italicised. : 

In the concluding lecture Mr. Williams makes the 
following statement: ‘‘I have tentatively suggested 
. .. that our Lord bestowed a Primacy upon Peter 
personally, that the designation of St. Peter as being 
the man whom He wished to be the president, chair- 
man, or ‘ Primate ’ of the future Church . . . it is just 
possible that our Lord may have meant these primatial 
privileges not to be confined to St. Peter only, but to 
descend to his successors. It is, therefore, a possible 
supposition that our Lord may have meant to insti- 
tute a permanent primacy or presidency in the Church, 
but that He left it open to the Church to bestow as 
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many, or as few, sovereign powers upon the Primate 
or ‘ president ’ as it chose.” 

What an amazing statement! The first impression 
on reading it is that if a man is so uncertain himself as 
to what our Lord meant by some of the most solemnly 
uttered words in the New Testament, the least that he 
could do would be to keep silent about them, and not 
take upon himself to discharge his uncertainty on 
others. 

In the second place, Mr. Norman Williams cannot, 
I venture to say, have properly thought out his posi- 
tion ; for a statement like the above is really incom- 
patible with belief in our Lord’s Godhead. It is im- 
possible that God the Word should have become Man 
to save the world by the sacrifice of Himself and 
by revealing the Truth, and should explicitly have 
founded and left a Church on earth to apply the fruits 
of His redemption, and, in all the world to teach His 
revelation, and have promised to be with that Church 
till the consummation of the ages, and said “ he that 
heareth you heareth Me,’’ and yet have done His work 
so imperfectly and so insecurely that He left it in hope- 
less uncertainty how that Church of His was con- 
stituted, and how it was to be governed, or even 
where it was, or could infallibly be known. It has 
been said that the Arian heresy was au fond the origin 
of the schism of the East from the West. Certainly 
to maintain that the Church, which our Lord pledged 
Himself to be with till the end of the world, has fallen 
into the chaos and uncertainty which Mr. Williams 
describes, is incompatible with belief in our Lord’s 
true Godhead. 

Then what conceivable ground is there for the con- 
cluding words, that our Lord may have “left it open 
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to the Church to bestow as many or as few sovereign 
powers upon the Primate or ‘ president ’ as it chose’ ? 
This is just one of those gratuitous baseless suggestions 
to which modern critics are so prone. There is no- 
where in the whole world a shred, not only not of 
proof, but of even grounds for the suggestion. The 
government of the Church was fixed before in any 
numbers the sheep were begun to be gathered in. 
“Thou art Cephas ’’ was said, and the ministerial rock 
was laid, and the Petrine Office instituted before the 
Church began to be, or could be built on it. 

The supreme jurisdiction of St. Peter and his suc- 
cessors, if it exists at all (as Catholics know that it 
does), rests wholly and solely on our Lord’s words and 
authority: “To thee will I give the keys of the 
Kingdom of Heaven.” ‘‘ Feed My lambs: Shepherd 
My sheep: Feed My sheep.’ St. Peter, on the strength 
of that commission, directly our Lord had ascended 
into Heaven, took the supreme direction of the Church. 
No one but our Lord gave it to him. No one of the 
Apostles ever at any time after our Lord’s Ascension 
disputed it with him. 

It would seem that Mr. Williams’ uncertainty is in 
part at any rate caused by defective views of our Lord’s 
authority in His teaching as Man. There is the hint of 
it in those words which I italicised, “whatever the 
explicit intention of our Blessed Lord, within the 
sphere of human consciousness may have been.” 
Mr. Williams had spoken in Lecture II of what the 
words had “‘ meant to (our Lord) Himself, and in His 
own Divine Mind.’’ These words therefore suggest the 
possibility of uncertainty on our Lord’s part as Man, 
or some variance between His thoughts and inten- 
tions as Man with his thoughts and intentions as God. 
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Our Lord as Man could not have fathomed with His 
human mind all that He knew as God, for the know- 
ledge of God is infinite, but all that He did know with 
His human mind, and all that He ever uttered or did, 
was the same identically with what He knew as God ; 
and He never gave expression to anything which was 
not the same, and not known in that way. 

(a) There could never be any error or uncertainty on 
our Lord’s part in aught which He said, or did, or 
thought, for there was in Christ but one Person, God 
the Word, Who sustained, and was responsible for, 
the actions of both natures. 

(b) There could never be any ignorance in the soul 
of Jesus of anything which a human soul could know. 
It is excluded by the grace of the Hypostatic Union, 
whereby the human soul of Christ knew the Divine 
Word, and by other sources of knowledge, the Beatific 
Vision, and the fullness of infused knowledge be- 
stowed on the Humanity of our Incarnate Lord. 

Our Lord is the Truth. ‘‘ For this cause was I, and 
for this cause came I into the world, to bear witness of 
the truth.’ ‘‘ Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ.’’ 
“ He taught them as one that had authority and not as 
the scribes.’’ The “‘ words’’ which He delivered to 
His Apostles were the ‘‘ words which His Father had 
given Him.’’ There was no uncertainty in our Lord’s 
mind whatever when speaking to St. Peter, no tenta- 
tive intention, no “ perhaps ’’ in His purpose or in His | 
words. St. Chrysostom proves His Godhead by the 
tremendous claim to It which His words in St. Mat- 
thew xvi. to St. Peter were. And the Church has 
never, from the beginning, been in doubt that our 
Lord made St. Peter Primate, and that whatever 
powers he had as Primate, our Lord, and not the 
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Church, had given them to him. Never did the Church 
dare touch or deal with them. The Councils would 
regulate or confirm the privileges of other sees, but 
they did not dare touch even the Patriarchal rights 
of Rome, but took what Rome had seemingly settled 
for herself as the norm or pattern for other sees. 

It cannot be tolerated or allowed for one moment by 
Christians that our Lord Himself as Man was uncer- 
tain, or that His words when founding His Church 
were doubtful, or difficult to be understood by anyone 
who will go about it the right way. ‘‘ Amen, Amen, 
I say unto you, the Son cannot do anything of Himself, 
but what He seeth the Father doing: for what things 
soever He doeth, these the Son also doth in like 
manner.”’ 

We are then brought face to face with our Lord’s 
words. There is no possible escape from them. They 
are absolutely certainly His, and certainly true. He, 
with the inerrancy of His Divine knowledge, appre- 
hended by His human mind and expressed in human 
words, declared the essential foundation of His Church 
on earth and gave certain powers to the Apostle whom 
He had chosen to receive them. The words are quite 
simple in themselves. If among our servants we were 
to choose one and say, “I put you in my place now 
that I am going away; all is to rest on you; I will 
give you the keys; see that all have all that they 
want,’ no one in the world would have twisted 
the words about as controversialists in order to 
avoid their consequences have twisted our Lord’s. 
The Fathers of the Church are unanimous in the 
conclusions they draw from them. The Petrine 
meaning of them is unhesitatingly and consistently 
taken by the Church in Councils, and in solemn docu- 
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ments, when it was needful to state the authority on 
which she acted. The one Church, the Church which 
has existed from the beginning, from which all other 
bodies in Christendom directly or indirectly have 
fallen away, which is at unity in itself, has ever borne 
witness to their meaning, and declares that she is what 
she is, Catholic, Apostolic, One, just because she is 
Petrine. 

Mr. Williams speaks of the meaning of the words 
having been disputed for a thousand years, and says it 
is “‘a matter about which the main body of historic 
Christendom has been divided.’’ That is not a right 
way of speaking. The main body of historic Christen- 
dom, the one Church, cannot be divided. The meaning 
of these texts has not been disputed in the Church, but 
denied by those who went out from it. We might as 
well be told that the Procession of the Holy Ghost 
from the Father and the Son was doubtful because it 
too has been (not disputed in the Church) but denied 
by those who went into schism. Because doctrines 
are denied it does not throw them into the crucible 
of doubt. Every doctrine of religion could be got rid 
of that way. When a doctrine is affirmed and when 
it is denied, it is imperative to ask by whom it is affirmed 
and by whom it is denied. If it is affirmed by the one 
Church, and now denied by one or more bodies which 
have at different times gone out from it, the doctrine 
is, so to speak, “‘in possession ’’: it is Catholic Faith ; 
for the one Church, as we have seen, can never err, but 
is perpetually indwelt and guided by the Holy Ghost. 
It is collateral evidence, which is of value (though the 
matter cannot be decided by it but by the living voice 
_ of the one Church), to ascertain whether the bodies now 
broken from the one Church ever themselves believed 
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the doctrine they now deny. We know that the 
Easterns did hold the Petrine interpretation of the 
texts, and committed themselves to it, as is shown by 
their conduct at the Councils of Ephesus and of Chalce- 
don. So we may note in particular did those who 
pushed forward Canon xxviii. at the latter Council in 
their letter to St. Leo. We know it too by the practical 
adhesion of the whole of the East, excepting the 
Nestorians and Monophysites, to the Formula of 
Hormisdas, and by the witness of their theologians. 


CHAPTER VI 


CRITICISMS AND CONCLUSION 


\ , JE have seen that Mr. Norman Williams’ 

fundamental position and his premises. are 

wrong. He misinterprets Holy Scripture 

and Primitive Tradition in favour of a preconceived 

theory, and an hostility to the Pope, which! neither 

the words of Holy Scripture nor the witness of 
Tradition teach or approve. 

It is therefore a necessary consequence that_when 
he applies his theory his conclusions are not weighty or 
convincing. 

I propose to make some short comments on certain 
of his statements. In most instances what he says 
rests only on his own private judgment. He does not 
support his statements with authority. 

1. How does Mr. Williams know what our Lord 
taught His Apostles in the Great Forty Days? How 
does he know that our Lord did not teach the Apostles 
about the Infallibility of the Pope and Indulgences ? 
I should say that He began to teach both doctrines 
during His life on earth: that He declared the In- 
fallibility of the Pope in St. Matthew xvi. I9 and 
St. Luke xxii. 32; and that the principles on which 
Indulgences rest were taught by our Lord when He 
taught the temporal punishment as well as the eternal 
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punishment of sin; when He gave, both to St. Peter 
and to the Apostles, the power to bind and loose ; and 
when He taught the oneness of the members of His 
mystical Body with Himself and with one another 
(e.g. St. John xv. 5). How much more He may have 
enlarged on these truths we know not, and certainly 
Mr. Williams is not in a position to say. There is 
nothing in the New Testament to justify his conclu- 
sion that either the one or the other were unknown 
from the beginning. St. Peter’s Office is, as we have 
shown, amply proved ; it was only its application and 
latent powers which were manifested more and more 
as the needs of the Church made demands upon them ; 
but the Primacy, with all that we understand by it, 
was from the beginning as an essential constituent of 
the Church as it is to-day. The principles of Indul- 
gences, or remission of temporal punishment, and how 
our good or bad deeds mutually affect each other, were 
known to St. Paul. The principles being taught by 
our Lord, their applications would be drawn out and 
systematised, when and as required, by the Holy 
Ghost. In quite early times there grew up the peni- 
tential discipline of the Church, and very soon the 
remission of penances for the sake and at the interces- 
sion of the martyrs. When circumstances no longer 
permitted public penances, a more lenient system 
grew up, and Indulgences were bestowed in the way 
we now are so glad to have them. The underlying 
principles remain the same. 

2. Development cannot be the accretion of some- 
thing foreign. Development is the growth from the 
seed to the plant, the acorn to the oak, the doctrine 
unformulated, but felt and acted on, to the dogmatic 
decree. Development, such as Mr. Williams describes 
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the Papacy to have been would be corruption. The 
doctrine of the one Church cannot be corrupted, for the 
Holy Ghost indwells it to guide it. 

Let us take the Eastern Church Fathers as pre- 
sented by Dr. Adrian Fortescue in his book The Ortho- 
dox Eastern Church, chapter ii. Mr. Williams naively 
throws these over by saying that the passages are 
exalted and Poetic, and while they affirm Primacy they 
do not prove sovereignty. This is rather unfortunate, 
for one of the quotations is: ‘‘ There are many sove- 
reigns on earth, but not one who is placed over the 
Church of the whole world, as is the Pope.” Mr. 
Williams’ description of the passages is not fair. They 
teach as plainly as can be, and as plainly as we want, 
Primacy with jurisdiction. Well, take those passages 
from the Eastern Fathers. Mr. Williams does not pre- 
tend that they were accretions from outside. Dr. 
Fortescue gives them as showing the true Tradition. 
The Vatican decree is only that Tradition formulated. 
It does not go one whit beyond. Iam not sure that it 
goes as far as some of the passages which Dr. Fortescue 
quotes. By the Vatican decree (explicitly) the Pope 
only defines explovatd ecclesiae sententid, whereas in the 
passages alluded to there is no restriction, no limit, 
mentioned to his authority. I hope all who can will 
buy and study Dr. Fortescue’s book. It is published 
by the Catholic Truth Society. 

3. Canons ii. of Constantinople and xxviii. of 
Chalcedon are not legitimate evidence for a High 
Church Anglican to use against the Papacy, because 
on his own theory they were not accepted by what he 
terms “the whole Church.’ Mr. Williams must surely 
know that these Canons were the work of the Court 
Prelates, the Caesaro-Papists, at whose doors lie the 


84 For 2 was Founded on a Rock 


guilt and responsibility of the Eastern schism. (Com- 
pare The Petrine Office, pp. 13-15.) Since these two 
Canons are apparently the main historical evidence Mr. 
Williams can bring against the Petrine Office, we are 
much indebted to him for having shown that the case 
for the Petrine Office is so strong. Canon xxviii. of 
Chalcedon, moreover, says nothing whatever about the 
Petrine Office, but only about the city of Rome, and 
the reason why the Primacy was attached to it. The 
same prelates who passed the Canon acknowledged the 
Petrine Office, and confessed that St. Leo occupied it. 
Mr. Williams cannot with fairness use the canon 
against the Petrine Office and ignore the letter which 
those who passed the canon composed, and in which 
they confessed it. 

4. How bitterly Mgr. Duchesne must regret the use 
made by Anglicans of the words he wrote which Mr. 
Williams quotes! They are not the only words 
which Mgr. Duchesne has written on the subject. He 
gives a different side in Hglises Séparées. Would it 
not have been well to have consulted Mgr. Duchesne 
as to the exact bearing of the now hackneyed quota- 
tion which Anglicans make from his history, and asked 
him to put it in the proper vappori with his statement 
in Eeglises Séparées ? 

5. It is not true that all through the Primitive 
Church Rome is presented as pre-eminent as the See of 
SS. Peter and Paul. I have stated the relation of 
those two Apostles and why they were associated 
together by the Church. But Rome is the See of 
Peter. The lists of the succession of bishops of Rome 
always give the names as successors of Peter. It is 
the See of Peter, enriched by the blood of his great 
co-apostle, St. Paul. 
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6. Mr. Williams’ theory of the development of Rome 
being that the Popes inherited Cesar’s not Peter’s pre- 
rogatives is pure rationalism. It is contradicted by 
the fact that 7m the Church the Pope held precisely the 
_ same position during the ages of persecution as he did 
afterwards when Christianity had become the religion 
of the Empire ; and the same position 1m the Church 
while an Emperor ruled in Rome, as later, when there 
was but a puppet Emperor at Ravenna. 

When the Western Empire fell, the greater spiritual 
dominion showed itself, and rose, not like the Phoenix, 
the same bird from its ashes, but as the mighty king- 
dom, prepared during the long years of its hidden 
suffering life, ready to be manifested in due time, and 
take the place in the spiritual order which the then 
perishing Empire had held in the temporal order. Let 
those who are interested to study this read Mr. Allies’ 
book, The Throne of the Fisherman. 

7. Mr. Williams is much more satisfied with the 
results of rationalistic Biblical criticism than we are. 
He rejoices that he is free from “ the living voice ”’ of 
the Church because of this. He takes, however, a 
different view of the authority of the decision of the 
Pontifical Commission on Biblical Studies to that 
which Catholics are taught that they have. They are 
disciplinary only, not dogmatic. The propositions 
submitted to the Commission to which Mr. Williams 
refers, and which were contrary to commonly accepted 
belief, are declared to be not so proved that they may 
be taught to the displacement of the common tradition. 
Knowing how theories most positively affirmed by one 
generation of critics, have been equally positively dis- 
missed by another, I do not think we need quarrel 
with this caution. 
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The effect of the spirit of the new criticism has been 
injurious. It has been the study of the literal meaning 
without the mystical meaning of Holy Scripture, and 
without the aid of the tradition of the Jewish Church, 
or that of the Spirit-bearing body of the Holy Catholic 
Church. What is the Bible for ? Is it to corroborate 
or to dissipate belief in the facts of the Christian 
Creed ? The modern critics seem mainly bent on 
putting it to the latter object. The caution of the 
Church in bidding men wait before they adopt and 
propagate the conclusions which these tarnished 
critics propound is but ordinary wisdom. Most of the 
English critics are merely echoes, or partial adapters, 
of the conclusions of hostile German critics. 

Mr. Williams is very confident of the superiority of 
Protestant Biblical critics over Catholic expositors. 
No one would for one moment discount the work of 
certain Anglican exegetists, such as Dr. Westcott, 
Dr. Lightfoot, Dr. Swete. But if we take the modern 
critical school as a whole, and look at its methods and 
tendencies, | very much doubt whether the final verdict 
on it will be what Mr. Williams thinks. I would 
remind Mr. Williams of Appendix I to Newman’s 
Avians,and his comment on the celebrated Exegetical 
School of the Syrian Church. ‘“‘ The history of that 
school is summed up in the broad characteristic fact 
on the one hand, that it devoted itself to the literal 
and critical interpretation of Scripture, and on the 
other, that it gave rise first to the Arian and then to 
the Nestorian heresy.’’ Newman says further on: 
“It may almost be laid down as an historical fact 
that the mystical interpretation and orthodoxy will 
stand or fall together.’” The Syrian School set aside 
the mystical interpretation altogether, and “ the 
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letter killed,’ and the results of their studies were 
disastrous to faith. What happened in that gréat 
school of old is what we see happening now. Newman’s 
account of the way Theodore of Mopsuestia treated 
the sacred books might have been written of some, 
nay! of many, of the professors at the Universities 
to-day. Alas! in the Anglican Church, disbelief of 
dogmas essential to Christianity like the Virgin birth 
of our Lord and His bodily resurrection is overtly 
expressed. And this is certainly the fruit of modern 
Biblical criticism. Then as regards interpreters, is it 
as certain as Mr. Williams seems to think that modern 
scholars of the new critical school really help us to 
learn our Lord, His mind and heart and teaching, and 
the real sense of His words, better than older com- 
mentators, let us say Maldonatus on the Four Gospels, 
or Ludolf the Saxon, or Dr. Westcott on the Gospel of 
St. John? After all, the Bible is given that we may 
know our Lord rather than that we may learn a certain 
type of Greek. I wonder, too, whose work, being done 
to-day, will last on through the ages: the work of the 
new critics, or the work of the Biblical commission 
engaged on the Vulgate? Why, the fame and the work 
of the critics is passed, and their works superseded, 
their theories questioned or set aside, almost before 
they themselves are dead, and the earth has fallen on 
their coffins. Whereas it is not rash to say that the 
great work of the revision of the text of the Vulgate, 
now in hand under the presidency of Cardinal Gasquet, 
will probably live on as long as the world lasts. 
It is very easy to assume superiority in the light 
way that Mr. Williams does for his non-Catholic 
critics, but it is quite another question whether 
what he says is true. Ingenious, scholarly, in- 
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dustrious, brilliant, some of them may be, but— 
and this is ‘the test of true Biblical exegesis—do 
their studies bring and tend to bring men to, and 
deepen their faith in, Jesus Christ the Incarnate Son 
of God ? 

Under the head of ‘‘ The Living Voice,”’ Mr. Williams 
shows that he does not understand about the Infalli- 
bility of the Church. The Church is infallible only in 
its exposition of the original deposit, the original 
revelation made by our Lord. In teaching and formu- 
lating that, the Church cannot err; but when the 
Church has to decide on the genuineness of a miracle, 
of a vision, and such like, the Church has to proceed 
and examine the evidence by her human knowledge 
and judgment. 

8. Why does Mr. Williams speak of “ The ancient 
tradition of the Church of France” that the Pope is 
subject toa General Council ? What date does he assign 
to the first manifestation of this tradition ? Historians 
date the first signs of Gallicanism to Philip the 
Fair in conflict with Boniface the VIII (1294). It is 
noticeable, by the way, how temporal sovereigns have 
so often been the instigators of rebellion against the 
spiritual authority which our Lord set up on earth. 
if it were truly the tradition of the French Church it 
is not the tradition of the whole Church. The Pope’s 
assent to the decisions of Councils was the seal that 
they were Ecumenical, and that their decrees were 
true. This cuts at the root of the theological position 
of Gallicanism. Our Lord’s words really determine it : 
“Peter, confirm your brethren,” whereas the Gallican 
thesis is “‘ Brethren, confirm your Peter.” 

Mr. Williams urges a return to Gallicanism as the 
means of healing the Church. Experto crede. Galli- 
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canism was not very successful at its best. Bossuet, 
who was a Gallican, said that the State authorities 
tried “to put all the bishops under the yoke in the 
essential matter of their ministry, which is the Faith.” 
In the name of Gallicanism, Jansenism was protected 
and the bishops who proceeded against its adherents 
were assailed. Fénelon wrote: “‘ In practice the King 
is more our head than the Pope, in France—Liberties 
against the Pope, servitude in relation to the King— 
the King’s authority over the Church devolves upon 
the lay judges—the laity dominate the bishops. (See 
Catholic Encyclopedia. Art. Gallicanism). 

g. Mr. Williams seeks to tempt the Pope to abandon 
his essential claim by promising that if he does, and 
will admit that his jurisdiction comes to him from the 
Church instead of from Christ, Christendom will cast 
itself at his feet. That kind of thing has been tried 
many times over, but never more signally than when 
it received its most signal overthrow, when Satan said 
to Christ, ‘ All these will I give thee if falling down 
thou wilt adore me.” Then Jesus saith to him: ‘ Be- 
gone, Satan! For it is written: The Lord thy God 
shalt thou adore, and Him only shalt thou serve.” 
Apart from the fact that Mr. Williams’ suggestion 
would be against the will of God, and contrary to the 
institution of our Lord Jesus Christ, it would afford the 
Church no security; for what common consent can 
give, common consent can take away. The sugges- 
tion, Moreover, is in the very spirit of Protestantism ; 
for the essential crime of Luther was the transference 
of the centre of religion from God to man : thus, a man 
is justified when he believes he is: the Body of Christ 
is there where man believes it to be, etc. : so the Pope 
may be what the Church determines. But our Lord 
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Jesus Christ said, ‘‘ And J say unto thee that thou art 
Peter, and upon this rock J will build my Church... . 
And J will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven.” | 

And so we find that it is Mr. Williams’ Case, and not 
the Petrine Office, which is “not proven.” Brought 
up to the supreme test of our Lord’s own words, his 
argument is found to be contrary to them. His Case, 
with its arguments partly derived from, or shared with, 
German rationalists, and from his own speculations, 
falls to the ground ; it rests neither on Holy Scripture 
nor Tradition. 

Attacks like this of Mr. Williams are intermittent ; 
but so have attacks against some doctrine of the Faith 
been from the beginning. Except for Mr. Williams’ 
own sake, I am not sorry that he made it. It was 
evidently meant to be a big thing. Mr. Williams 
evidently thought that it would carry great weight, 
for he was at some pains to assure his audience, or his 
readers, that he did not commit the Church of Eng- 
land by what he said. We may say, not unkindly, 
Partuniunt montes nascetur vidiculus mus. His Case has 
failed. And with hearts that were never for one 
moment disturbed, yet made more glad by once more 
rehearsing, in reply to Mr. Williams, the facts and 
grounds of our Holy Faith, we say to our Lord, with 
the Catholic poet : 


“ O where true joy and rest, 
Where an untroubled breast, 
Save here with Thee, O Jesus, shall I find? 
Here in Thy living Church of ancient days, 
Which all amid the world’s quick-shifting maze 
Thou hast on Peter built, a refuge for mankind.” 


NOTE TO CHAPTER II 
THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE CHURCH AND THE ACT OF FAITH 


A. INFALLIBILITY. 


1. The Church is infallible. It must be so because of our 
Lord’s promise that it should be indefectible, and that 
Peter’s faith should not fail; and because of His words, 
“ He that heareth you, heareth Me.” 


2. The infallibility of the Church is the work of the Holy 
Ghost, and a consequence of His indissoluble everlasting 
union with the Church. 


3. The Holy Ghost by His Divine Providence merci- 
fully prepared and preserves the Fontes Fidet: Holy 
Scripture and Tradition. 


He assists, protects, and guides the Ecclesia docens, the 
Pope and Episcopate, to declare and define the true Faith. 


He assists, protects, and guides the Ecclesta discens, the 
- faithful, to believe wholly and without doubting what is 
proposed de fide by the Ecclesia docens. 


4. The Episcopate is not infallible save in union with 
the Pope. 


5. The Pope can never be separated from the Church. 


6. The Bishops assist the Pope: (i) by witnessing to the 
Tradition which they have received; (ii) in Councils 
summoned by him, or with his approval, as judges and his 
assessors (assident), in formulating definitions or decisions 
on faith and morals; (iii) by promulgating and guarding 
the Faith in their own dioceses. 
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7. The decisions on doctrine concerning faith or morals 
reached by the Episcopate in Councils in union with their 
head, are by virtue of our Lord’s promise that the gates 
of hell shall not prevail against the Church, and of the 
assistance of the Holy Ghost, infallible. It is certified that 
they are if, and when, the Pope confirms them. 

8. The Pope is not the sole, but by virtue of the Divine 
assistentia promised to him in St. Peter as occupant of the 
Petrine office, the final and crucial exponent of the infalli- 
bility of the Church: either (i) by confirming the decisions 
de fide of Councils; or (ii) by, explorata ecclesiae sententia, 
defining a doctrine concerning faith or morals to be held 
and believed by the whole Church. 

9g. The Pope does not decide as an individual man, but 
as head of the Church, reflecting the mind of the Church, 
which can never be separated from him. His infallibility, 
however, does not come from the consent of the Church, 
but from the Divine assistentia promised to him in the 
Petrine Office. 

10. No definition by the Church, de jide, can ever be 
erroneous or useless. 

1I. Fallibilists, as opponents of the doctrine of the 
infallibility of the Pope are called, were only tolerated im 
theory before the Vatican decree; but not in concrete 
instances. 

Papal decisions on faith and morals, to be held and 
believed by the whole Church, were by all Catholics ever 
regarded as formally unassailable; the Vatican decree 
makes it plain, and insists, that this was so because they 
were, and are, also materially unassailable. 


B. THe Act OF FAITH. 

The Act of Catholic Faith is the assent with the under- 
standing enlightened by God to all that God has revealed, 
and Himself proposes for our belief through His Church. 
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_ The steps which lead to the Act of Faith are as 
follows :— 


1. The Church, as the witness to Christ in the world 
(Acts i. 8), approaches mankind with the Gospel of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


2. The Church marshals her evidence: the credentials 
of Jesus Christ. 


(i) The fulfilment of Prophecy. 


(ii) The testimony of miracles, pre-eminently of the 
Resurrection of Christ from the dead. 


(iii) The testimony which she herself affords by her 
existence, growth, fruitfulness, holiness, unity, and perma- 
nence. 


(iv) The testimony of the way in which our Lord alone 
meets and satisfies the needs of man. 


3. Man coming to the claim of Christ with an unbiassed 
mind, and an honest desire and will to know and do the 
truth at all costs, and aided by the Holy Ghost, accepts 
Christ as God, and as His Saviour, Teacher, King. 


4. Then by, as it were a spiral ascent, man meets again 
and accepts the Church, no longer merely as an earthly 
witness, but as the society which Christ created, commis- 
sioned, and guarantees, the oracle of God, to teach in all 
the world the truth which He revealed. 


5. Then it is that man can make the Act of Catholic 
Faith, and say ‘I believe in Thee, O my God, that Thou 
art One God in Three Persons—Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost-—and that God the Son was made Man, and died for 
me, for thus hast Thou revealed to Thy Holy Church, and 
proposed through her for our belief. Moreover I believe 
all other truths which Thy Church believes and teaches, 
for Thou hast revealed them, Who canst neither deceive 
nor be deceived.”’ 
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6. These—the infallible Teacher and the Catholic Act of 
Faith—are two essential constituents of the Christian 
religion, which is a religion of Faith. The Faith is proposed 
by God, and is to be accepted and held by the Act of Faith 
by man. The Faith is what God has said. The Act of 
Faith is taking God at His Word. 


Unless there is one visible, indivisible Church, the instru- 
ment by which God causes the Faith to be maintained, 
proclaimed, and proposed for our acceptance we cannot 
make the Act of Catholic Faith. 


The Church is the oracle of God. If it could be and were, 
as Anglicans maintain, divided, it would be useless for its 
purpose. It would cease to be that for which Christ 
made it. 


The doctrine therefore set forth in Chapter II is of the 
extremest practical importance. It is very far indeed from 
being an academical question. We are saved by faith, and 
we cannot make the Act of Catholic Faith, unless the Faith 
is infallibly proposed to us by the oracle of God. Neither 
of these two most momentous factors in our salvation can 
therefore adequately be secured unless the Church is, as 
has been described above, visibly, indivisibly, everlastingly 
One. 
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See.” The arguments and assertions ofthis writer are patiently examined and 
refuted, This forms the first part of the book. The last part. consists of 
a clear and complete statemeut-of the proofs 1 in Holy Scriptures of the truth 
of the Petrine Office, of its permanence in the Church, and of the witness 
of the Fathers to it, As it gives a great deal of information on such subjects 
as the status of certain Sees, the relation of England with Rome, as well as 
the positive proofs from Scripture and Tradition, it cannot fail to be of. 
great use both to those obliged to engage in controversy, and to inquirers, and 
also to those Catholics who wish to have a clear statement on these ee 
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HE object of this book is primarily 

to expose and refute the attack made 

in a work called Catholic or Roman 
Catholic 2 by Mr. T. J. Hardy. Incidentally 
this volume meets many of the objections 
which much fairer controversialists than Mr. 
Hardy raise, and deals with subjects of per- 
manent interest, so that it is calculated to be 
of service beyond its primary and immediate 
purpose. Such important subjects as the 
Essential Claim of the Papacy and Infallibility 
are treated at some length, and many points of 
interest are cleared of the glosses which contro- 
versy has put on them, and shown in their true 
setting. In addition to the answer to Mr. Hardy, 
the volume contains a criticism of the anti-papal 
pages of Dr. Gore’s widely circulated Manual 
of Membership, and an important chapter on 
Catholic as cont aes. we eee vey 


